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PREFACE 


The purpose of this book is primarily to reproduce the influential and 
important series of articles entitled “Notes on Marcan Usage” contributed 
by C.H. Turner to the Journal of Theological Studies between 1924- 
1928. References to these studies continue to be found in monographs, 
articles, grammars and commentaries. These “Notes” are reprinted here 
with only minor alterations. 

No attempt has been made to bring the “Notes” up-to-date or to expand 
them, except in the form of a few additional notes I have appended to this 
section of the present book. The Introduction attempts to set Turner’s 
work in its context and to provide a critical assessment of his achieve- 
ments. In addition to the “Notes” which Turner published I have added 
one further “Note” (Note XI), Turner’s typescript of which is in my pos- 
session. For readers wishing to pursue Turner’s work on this Gospel it is 
to be noted that his commentary on Mark was published posthumously in 
1931. He also published other articles on Mark: “ó vióg pov 6 
дгүсстүтбс" with special reference to Mark i 11; ix 7 in JTS xxvii (1926) 
рр. 113-29; “A Textual Commentary on Mark i” JTS xxviii (1927) рр. 
145-58; “Western Readings in the Second Half of St. Mark’s Gospel” 
JTS xxix (1927) pp. 1-16. The bulk of Turner’s other publications are in 
the field of Latin Patristics: over eighty papers in that area are to be found 
in the Journal of Theological Studies from 1899-1931. 

In addition to C.H. Turner’s papers on Mark, I have also included a 
few studies by G.D. Kilpatrick who was a successor to Turner in the 
Dean Ireland chair at Oxford and who acknowledged on many occasions 
the influence on his own work of Turner's studies on Mark. Turner’s 
prime motive in writing his “Notes” was to further study of the Synoptic 
Problem, but he was also alert to textual variation and the part Mark’s 
usage could play in establishing the original text. Kilpatrick emphasised 
that aspect of Marcan usage in the notes he contributed to The Bible 
Translator and elsewhere. It is these which are included now. Some 
previously unpublished papers by Kilpatrick also appear here in print for 
the first time. I also include a couple of studies I have published in this 
area. To conclude this volume I reproduce the chapter in Nigel Turner’s 
book on style that is concerned with Mark’s grammar and usage: this 
book forms volume IV of J.H. Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament 
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Greek (Edinburgh, 1976). Nigel Turner’s work in this volume shows the 
influence of his namesake’s essays of some fifty year’s previous. 
Permission to reproduce articles published in The Journal of Theologi- 
cal Studies, The Bible Translator, in E.J.Epp and G.D.Fee (editors), New 
Testament Textual Criticism, in Theologische Zeitschrift, and іп 
J.H.Moulton, Grammar IV has been granted by the original publishers, 
and I gratefully acknowledge their ready agreement. Financial assistance 
for the preparation of this book came from the British Academy and the 
University of Leeds: their help is gratefully acknowledged. The prepara- 
tion of camera-ready copy was made by the staff of Nota Bene (UK) Ltd, 
whose expertise is apparent throughout: my thanks also go to them. 
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INTRODUCTION 


C.H. Turner (1860-1930) 


Cuthbert Hamilton Turner was born in London and went to Winchester 
as a scholar in 1872 and to New College, Oxford with a Winchester 
Scholarship in 1879. After graduating in Greats then in Theology he was 
elected to an open Fellowship at Magdalen!. In 1920 he became Dean 
Ireland's Professor of the Exegesis of Holy Scripture in the University of 
Oxford. The papers reproduced here were written during the time he was 
the holder of that chair; but in many ways the influence on his work can 
be traced to 1881 and Westcott and Hort's edition of the Greek New 
Testament. 


It is striking that scholars who grew up almost in the shadow of 
Westcott and Hort (hereafter WH) in England were unconvinced by some 
of their conclusions and proceeded in some independence to advance 
beyond WH's position. This is especially noteworthy іп F.C. Burkitt 
who already in 1896 contributed *Supplementary Notes" to the second 
edition of WH's Greek Testament. In his article on "Text and Versions" 
in the Encyclopaedia Biblica IV (1903) col. 4991f. he questions the pre- 
eminence given by WH to B over the Western text and discusses several 
passages where he thinks that the Western text may be right against B. 
We find discussions elsewhere in Burkitt’s work, for example in 
Evangelion Da-Mepharreshe П (Cambridge, 1904) and in The Gospel 
History and its Transmission (Edinburgh,? 1911) pp. 40-58. 


These items, instructive as they were, did not however amount to a 
systematic investigation. This came from C.H. Turner. Turner applied 
himself to the study of the text of various authors of the Ancient Church, 
in particular to Cyprian's Testimonia and to the Latin versions of the 
Shepherd of Hermas. His concern with Latin texts and manuscripts gave 
him a respect for Latin witnesses that had important consequences. 


l A memoir and photograph of Turner preface the collection of papers published 
posthumously under the title Catholic and Apostolic (London and Oxford, 1931) edited by 
his friend H.W. Bate. 
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In his earlier work on the New Testament text he followed to a con- 
siderable extent the lines laid down by WH, but like Burkitt he 
occasionally suggested departures from their text, very often with encour- 
agement from Western witnesses. These suggestions however remained 
haphazard. 


This character holds true for much of his inaugural lecture on October 
1920 (The Study of the New Testament 1883 and 1920) (Oxford, 1920, 
31926). In addition it contained a number of conjectures on which 
Turner was later tacitly to turn his back. It also contained the first hints 
of a different approach, a systematic study of the text of Mark to appear 
as a series of papers on “Marcan Usage” in The Journal of Theological 
Studies xxv-xxix (1924-1928). At the outset of this series he echoes 
Hort’s statement, ‘Knowledge of documents should precede final judge- 
ment upon readings’ with his own principle ‘Knowledge of an author’s 
usage should precede final judgement’. This related “to readings”, “to 
exegesis” and “to the mutual relations of the Synoptic Gospel”. Turner’s 
papers thus insisted on the importance of language as a criterion for text, 
for exegesis and the Synoptic Problem and applied this criterion to the 
style of Mark. In this way they are fundamental, but the emphasis 
throughout on the relevance of Mark’s style for the Synoptic Problem 
inevitably restricted the choice of material included. Turner was of 
course arguing in favour of Marcan priority and the use of Mark by Mat- 
thew and Luke. 


The impact of these articles can be seen in subsequent commentaries on 
Mark, for example, that of Vincent Taylor. In their own day the studies 
marked a great step forward. F.C. Burkitt in his departures from WH 
was moved by the consideration that it was unlikely that the Western text, 
especially when it was allied with the Old Syriac, was wrong all the time. 
Apart from attestation the only criterion that Burkitt mentioned was that 
of harmonisation. Language, invoked to the extent that Turner invoked 
it, was something new. 


Now let us define Turner’s contribution more precisely. First he did 
not have all the tools that we have. For example, the edition of the Greek 
New Testament on which he principally relied was Tischendorf’s and he 
seems to have used von Soden little. (In our use of Turner’s examples we 
shall need to remind ourselves that differences will sometimes be apparent 
when we compare the text he cites to that in e.g. Nestle-Aland, Novum 
Testamentum Graece 26th edition, but this we must do if we are to apply 
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Turner’s work іп our own day.) Turner was naturally at home with the 
major discoveries of New Testament manuscripts but he did not have 
access to all the materials available in S.C.E. Legg’s St. Mark (Oxford, 
1935) nor to the convenience of Jülicher-Aland's Itala П Marcus- 
Evangelium (Berlin 1938, 71970). The Chester Beatty Papyri came to 
light after his day. Unlike his colleagues who wrote on the Gospels, 
W.C. Allen and C.F. Burney, C.H. Turner was not a Semitic scholar. 
Consequently he was not alert to the traces of Semitic idiom in Mark to 
the same extent as W.C. Allen, but he had received a classical education 
and this showed itself in his extensive knowledge of Latin and Greek. A 
casual reference to A.E. Housman’s introduction to volume 1 of his 
Manilius showed that Turner kept in touch with classical scholarship more 
than otherwise might be suspected. To this he added a great knowledge 
of Patristic Greek and Latin. 


Another development was in palaeography. He was intimate with 
many Latin Christian manuscripts and had a fair working knowledge of 
Greek palaeography, but showed little acquaintance with the papyri. He 
accepted their contribution to the knowledge of the Greek of the period, 
but he did not enlarge it. 


Great as his knowledge of ancient and Biblical Greek was, he showed 
little knowledge of its historical development or of its cultural stratifica- 
tion, nor does he show any sign of the stimulus of modern linguistic 
studies. In his discussion of particles (Notes VIT) he does not try to set 
out Mark’s usage in the light of the history of the particles between Attic 
and mediaeval Greek. If he had done so, he might have made other inter- 
esting discoveries in Mark. 


His treatment of asyndeton shows no acquaintance with the Greek 
writers on style. Had he pondered their doctrine, he might well have 
reversed several of his decisions for asyndeton in Mark. He does not 
appear to have read any of the Greek writers on vocabulary or grammar 
and it is doubtful if his knowledge of them goes far beyond the indica- 
tions furnished by dictionaries. 


Yet when all is said and done, he had, quite apart from the Scriptures, 
a knowledge of ancient Christian Greek and Latin literature which few 
have paralleled. We may suspect that his article in JTS xxvii (1926) pp. 
113-129 “6 vióç pov 6 дуатутбс" has not always had the impact that it 
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should have done, partly because consultants have not always been able to 
feel the impact of its learning. 


We may also remember that the papers on Marcan usage were pioneer- 
ing work. Apart from Charles’ commentary on Revelation, British 
scholarship does not seem to have known a comparable work where the 
systematic study of the language of an author has been used, not merely to 
compile an inventory of his language, but also to use this inventory as a 
tool for his exegesis, textual criticism and cultural exploration. Con- 
sequently when we have gladly recognised that Turner has made his 
point, it does not surprise us to discover that Turner has here and there 
left something to be done. 


If we go through his studies of Marcan usage we can detect instances 
where we might depart from Turner's conclusions, but these departures 
often come about because we follow Turner's principles more rigorously 
or have more information. He himself had the same experience in the 
course of writing his papers. For example he changed his mind about the 
plural було: at Mark x 1 (see his “Western Readings in the Second Half 
of St Mark's Gospel" JTS xxix (1927) pp. 4f.) 


We may witness another development. When he set out on his explora- 
tion of Marcan usage Turner relied principally on the usage of his author 
as a criterion for determining his text. We may turn this into a maxim: 
When one reading in distinction from the rest accords with Marcan usage, 
that reading other things being equal is to be preferred. How then did the 
other readings come into being? Already in his first paper on Marcan 
usage Turner implied that harmonisation was responsible for some of the 
secondary variants.” 


In the course of his papers he adds another: “Another vera causa of 
Alexandrian corruption of the text of Mark is the desire to remove the 
imperfections or non-literary elements of Mark's Greek".? Turner 


2 or all the synopses available today, Greeven’s revision of Huck’s Synopse 
(Tübingen,! 1981) establishes the text by means of a rigorous application of the role of 
dissimilarity whenever harmonizing variants are encountered (see J.K. Elliott, "Ап 
Examination of the Text and Apparatus of Three Recent Greek Synopses” NTS 32 (1986) 
pp.557-82). 


3 “Western Readings in the Second Half of St.Mark's Gospel" JTS xxix (1927) 
p.15. 
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enlarges on this point elsewhere (cf. JTS xxvi (1924) p.20 (= Note Ш); 
xxix (1928) p.358(- Note X). Unfortunately he was deflected from con- 
sidering the nature of this stylistical correction further by his attempts to 
find an explanation of these non-literary features in the influence of Latin 
idiom, an attempt which, apart from a few occasional expressions, seems 
unconvincing. 


As can be seen from ^Western Reading in the Second Half of 
St.Mark's Gospel", Turner's method knocked a big hole in the WH 
theory of the text. Over Mark as a whole he found a number of Western 
readings which mainly on grounds of language and style seemed to be 
right over against the Alexandrian alternatives. 


Nonetheless Turner retained a considerable respect for WH's work and 
for the Alexandrian text. For him the Alexandrian text was “a product 
of the highest kind of Alexandrian scholarship”.> This gave him a clue to 
an explanation why this text sometimes fell short of success where 
Western witnesses preserved the original reading. The Alexandrian 
scholars with their critical standards sometimes improved on their 
authors. A considerable protection against this was a knowledge of the 
author’s usage. Frequently this knowledge profited from the evidence 
provided by Western manuscripts in that they, from time to time, and not 
the Alexandrian witnesses provided the reading the Marcan usage seemed 
to require. 


It is noteworthy that Turner found no place for Hort’s Syrian (or 
majority) text or the Textus Receptus in this picture. Writing of тами in 
Mark he states “The most definite result that emerges is the bad record of 
the Textus Receptus” (Note IX(2)) and this remark seems to represent his 
general view. Growing up at a time when WH had definitely supplanted 
the Textus Receptus it is understandable that he should take this view, but 
an examination of conflation not only in the Syrian text but also in the 
Alexandrian witnesses might have encouraged him to think again to the 
extent of allowing that sometimes the reading of the majority text might 
be right. We must therefore be cautious in accepting Turner's judgement 
about the worth of certain manuscripts or types of text. On the other 
hand his awareness of textual variation is an example to be followed and 


4 «A Textual Commentary in Mark I” JTS xxviii (1927) pp.146f. 
5 ibid. p.147. 
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occasionally he was prepared to argue for the originality of a reading 
which had only limited manuscript support if that reading conformed to 
Marcan usage (e.g.Note V (i) No.13) 


He questioned WH's estimate of the Western text and to that extent 
modified their condemnation of it. To do this he employed criteria of 
author’s usage, of harmonisation and stylistic correction, but his explora- 
tions remained largely a defence of the Western text of Mark. We should 
follow his criteria but extend them throughout the whole manuscript tradi- 
tion. 


In particular, Turner did not apply his criteria to readings from other 
than the Western-Alexandrian witnesses. As we have recognised, not 
merely did he accept WH’s overthrow of the Textus Receptus, but he had 
no use for their Syrian text, though he developed the tools which enable 
us to reassess the Syrian text and the evidence of other witnesses which lie 
outside the Western-Alexandrian ambit. In rereading Turner’s Notes we 
ought now check all his examples against a full critical apparatus. Turner 
created the tools which were needed in his attempt to deal with this prob- 
lem, the Western text, without seeing the full consequences of this 
innovation. 


Innovation it was. In trying to solve his problem he did not appeal to 
the mass of the evidence as Burgon and others have done, he did not 
appeal to genealogy nor to a couple of “best” manuscripts. Despite his 
respect for WH, for a decision he appealed not to such external considera- 
tions but to internal ones such as knowledge of an author’s usage. If he 
left ‘t’s to cross and ‘i’s to dot, this could only be done with his tools; he 
left us the means to complete his work. 


Over the period 1920-1930 his methods steadily developed and refined 
themselves and we can detect certain tendencies. Conjecture is one exam- 
ple of this. In his inaugural lecture Turner made a number of textual con- 
jectures but in the course of his studies in Marcan usage he turned his 
back on some of them and indulged less and less in new conjectures. He 
found that many of the problems he had been prone to solve by conjecture 
were better dealt with through a knowledge of the author’s language. 


If his principal contribution to New Testament studies lay in textual 
criticism, Turner also made other contributions to the methods of inter- 
pretation. He showed the value of a knowledge of the author’s language 
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for this kind of task. What he began with Mark we can only carry further 
both there and in the rest of the New Testament. 


His great patristic knowledge enabled him to use the evidence of the 
Fathers both to illuminate the language of the New Testament and to pro- 
vide interpretations of its difficulties. Many of them used a Greek which 
was so little different from that of the New Testament authors themselves. 
Turner shows himself well aware of this and can for example use the 
Apostolic Fathers as a continuation of the New Testament as far as the 
Greek language is concerned. 


An extension of this is his knowledge of the Latin Christian authors 
and of the Latin Bible, especially of the New Testament. When the mean- 
ing of an expression in the Greek New Testament is in question, he is 
always happy to tell us how the Latin witnesses rendered it. The fact that 
he found illumination there should encourage us to continue in the same 
practice. 


Turner knitted his study of Marcan usage with a general view of the 
Petrine origin and purpose of Mark. This view may seem to us today old- 
fashioned and limited. Many aspects of Mark which had been profitably 
explored by others are ignored in Turner’s work, and of course the study 
of the gospels in general and Mark in particular has advanced greatly 
since 1930. 


Nevertheless the methods Turner developed promised and still promise 
discoveries that can illuminate all parts of the New Testament to which 
they are applied. If Turner had to pay for his concentration by a narrow- 
ing of his achievement, we may feel that others have not always achieved 
what they might because they have not fully exploited his methods. His 
achievement should encourage us to persist in his methods as well as in 
those which others have developed. 


С.Н.Тигпег 


СНАРТЕК ОМЕ 


MARCAN USAGE: 
NOTES, CRITICAL AND EXEGETICAL ON THE SECOND 
GOSPEL 


Introductory Words 


Dr Hort, in the great Introduction to his edition of the Greek Testa- 
ment, lays down as fundamental the principle that ‘Knowledge of docu- 
ments should precede final judgement upon readings’ (§ 38), using capi- 
tals in the text and italics in the table of contents to call special attention 
to the importance of the words. I want to enter a similar plea for what I 
conceive to be an even more important principle, namely that ‘Knowledge 
of an author’s usage should precede final judgement’ alike as to readings, 
as to exegesis, and — in this case — as to the mutual relations of the 
Synoptic Gospels. The studies that follow are intended to be a contribu- 
tion to the textual criticism and the exegesis of St Mark, and also to the 
better understanding of that department of the Synoptic problem which is 
concerned with the agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark. So 
long as it is supposed that there is a residuum of agreements between Mat- 
thew and Luke against Mark in matter taken from Mark — apart, that is, 
from passages found also in Q — which cannot be explained without 
assuming literary contact either of Matthew and Luke with one another or 
of both with some other document than our extant Mark, so long will 
research into the Synoptic question be hampered and final solution 
delayed. We can only see things in their true proportions if we consider 
the evidence over a wide field, and note not only the agreements but the 
disagreements of the two later Synoptists in the handling of their common 
material. ‘Use large maps’ is a piece of advice that applies to other 
people besides politicians. 

I propose therefore to treat in succession various characteristic Marcan 
usages, isolating each usage and examining it over the whole field of the 
Gospel. So and so only shall we be able to establish our inductions on a 
secure basis. And I cannot help thinking that the method proves itself to 
be unexpectedly fruitful in results. 
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1 - The Impersonal Plural. 


By the impersonal plural is here meant the use of a plural verb with no 
subject expressed, and no subject implied other than the quite general one 
‘people’. This form of phrase, common in Aramaic as a substitute for the 
passive, is very characteristic of St Mark’s narrative, and is generally 
altered in the other Synoptists either by the insertion of a definite subject 
or (and this especially in St Luke) by the substitution of the passive voice 
for the impersonal active. With the exception of two passages which pre- 
sent rather more difficulty than the rest and are therefore reserved for the 
end, the order of the Gospel is followed. 

1.121, 22 xai єйвіс roig oá Bav 26їбоокер sic THY ворогүвуүйр Kal 
ёЁстХ  0оорто ёті TH бібахі отой, WY yap didcoKwv сфтойс wo éEovotav 
ëxwv. There is no subject to é£ezAjocorro, though we can of course 
supply ‘the congregation’; but I think what Mark meant was simply 
‘people were astonished’. Luke eases the construction by transferring Ди 
бібдідком офтобс from the second part of the sentence to the first, so that 
айтобс explains 2ЁстХйдсогто. Matthew characteristically inserts oi 
буХос, ‘the multitudes were astonished’. 

2. i 29, 30 кої sidic ёк тйс ovvaywyis 2Ё6Хдбутес HOOP єїс THY 
oixiay Lipwvosg xoi "Avdpéov peta ЛокоВоо koi Iwávvov. ў 68 перверді 
Linwvocg kaTékeiTo 7vpéocovoa Kai є000с Aéyovotw айт тєрї айтїђс̧. St 
Mark means, I think, ‘immediately He is told about her’: һе does not 
mean that ‘Simon and Andrew with James and John’ told Him, to the 
exclusion of the family in the house. Matthew, with his usual tendency to 
compress a story, omits the detail. Luke retains, only changing present to 
past tense and substituting a more definite word jpwrnoar, ‘consulted 
Him’, for Mark's recurring and colourless \éyovow. 

3. 1 32 бдИос 58 үсгодбитс ... йфером трдс QÙTÒV пбртос̧ TODS кокОс 
Exovrac. Matthew retains, with the past tense mpoojveyxay. Luke 
inserts a nominative т@ртєс Soot sixov àa0cvoürrag убоогс поікіћоис. 

4.145 sw ёт" ёрўшоіс тбтоїс Ду" кой йрхорто трдс abr» поіртовер. 
Matthew, omitting the whole verse, offers no parallel. Luke inserts було: 
то\хоё. 

5. ii 2, 3 кой ovvýxðņoav тоХХой ... кої САСАЄ ойтоїс тд» Nóyov. кої 
ёрхортоц фЕрортєс їрдс отд» пароћотікбь. 

Obviously a new nominative must be supplied with £pxovrot — ‘there 
arrive people bringing a paralytic ...' So in terms Luke, кої 1600 &vipec 


lA dagger indicates an *Additional Note' which is to be found at the end of this 
chapter. 
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фёрортєс̧ ... Matthew is content with кої 1600 трооёферор, but then, 
having omitted the previous verse of Mark, he has at least had no rival 
nominative in his preceding words. 

6. ii 18 xoi сам oi оттой Тодууор кої oi Форісоїо: vyoretovres. 
кої Epxovrat кой Aéyovow abTrG' Aiari oi uo09Toi Тоор xoi oi 
колто Tav Papiocaiwy vnorebovory, oi 68 сої рабутої ой vqorebovoty; 

A singularly instructive example. It does not seem to me doubtful that 
St Mark means, neither that John's disciples came to put the question, nor 
that the Pharisees came, but simply that the question was put. Some of 
the people of the place noticed that there was a remarkable difference of 
religious observance at the moment between two sections of ‘disciples’ 
and a third: and they apply to the head of the section which was in a 
minority for an explanation of its difference from the others. But neither 
Matthew nor Luke likes to leave the matter so. They interpret Mark, and 
both of them interpret him to mean that it was one of the two opposing 
sections which put the question: Matthew places it in the mouth of the 
disciples of John, inserting of paðnral Тодруор, Luke with oi бё cizav 
treats the interlocutors as those of the preceding verses oi Фо ритобо Kai ol 
урашратеїс сфтбу. 

7. iii 1, 2 кої siofOev TAY єїс ovvaywyhv, Kal Ди ёкєї брбротос... 
kai таорєтїрооР айтди si Toig o&BBaow ... Mark’s eig дурогуаууйи is І 
think almost exactly ‘He went to church’. There is therefore no nomina- 
tive to maperýpovy, and the equivalent English is ‘watch was kept on him 
to see if ...' Matthew having written siç ovvaywyiv афти has an 
implied nominative ready for his verb érnparnoav, Luke inserts oi 
урашратеїс кої oi Фаргооог, 

8. iii 31, 32 xai бруєтоп й и тэр ойто? кої oi абеХфо! ойто? Kai Ёо 
отїйкоРтєс &ATÉOTELAAV трдс abTov KadodYTES owTÓw кої ёкббтто тєрї 
abr» буЛос, кої Aéyovow сайті "бой ў иўтпо oov.... Clearly it is not 
the crowd who give the message. The porter or some one of that sort is 
charged to convey to Jesus the news that His mother wants to see Him: 
the inserted words кої ёк@Өтто тєрї офтд» буХос logically belong to 
v.34; but Peter visualizes the scene as he remembers it. Luke excellently 
represents the impersonal plural by the passive danyyéAn. Matthew’s 
text, xii 47, offers a problem of some difficulty. It seems preposterous at 
first sight to suppose that words can be genuine which are absent from Х 
В L, the African Latin (К), the Old Syriac, and the Sahidic. But a sound 
instinct led Westcott and Hort to admit the words at least to their margin. 
For in the first place they are necessary to the sense: and in the second 
place experience of manuscripts establishes no rule on a more certain 
basis than that, where homoioteleuton will account for omission, the 
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omitted words are probably genuine. It is therefore possible to say with 
some confidence that Mt. xii 47 is genuine, and that Matthew represented 
Mark’s Aéyovaw by єїтє» бё тїс. But even if they are not genuine, Mat- 
thew's 70 ХЄүорт, in the next verse shews that he avoided the impersonal 
plural. 

9. у 14 кой oi Вбакоутес офтоўс Ёфиуүор Kai óm ry yetcNav cic THY пом 
кой sig тойс бгуробс. кой Або» 16609 ті ёоту тд "yeyovóc. 

What St Mark of course means is that the inhabitants of the town and 
the villages came to see what had happened: Luke too thought that the 
words eig тїр пбми кой sic тойс бгуробс sufficiently prepared for the 
change of subject, and retained Mark’s language practically unaltered. 
Matthew on the other hand inserted тбаа ў róg as nominative. 

10. v 35 ёл айтої ХаЖодитос Круортаї йтд Tod ApxLovvarywyou 
Aévyovrec бт: ‘H Өоүбтпо aov àvéDavcv. 

*Messengers come from the ruler of the synagogue's house with the 
news that ...' Matthew's form of this story is an extreme instance of his 
tendency to compression: three successive verses in Mark, v 35-37, are 
entirely unrepresented, so we can only say ‘no parallel’. Luke's £pxeraí 
тис ... Мбушу reminds us of Matthew’s sîrév тїс in no.8. Nothing is 
clearer throughout the series of these passages than the independence of 
Matthew and Luke in their treatment of the Marcan material. For the 
solitary coincidence between them see no.12. 

11. vi 14 кої ijkovaev 6 Baotrsic `Нрфётс, фо вроде үйр &yéveto тд 
буора отой, кої ÉNeyov бт обрис 6 Bomrítov бутуєртаї ... &Xxoc 08 
ÉXeyov ... &Adot 62 ЁХсүор ... àkobcag 68 0 `Нрфбтс Meyer ... . 

An interesting instance, because of the doubt as to the reading in the 
case of the first Aeyor. Most authorities give S\cyev, ‘Herod said’. The 
authorities which give the plural are few but good: B D, now reinforced 
by W, and some Old Latins. And the plural is absolutely certain, for it is 
guaranteed by the parallel in Mark viii 28 (rívo pe Абүорси oi &vÓporrot 
sivou; oi бё cirav офто Хбуоутес бт lwávrny Tov Ваптідтір, Kai САЛО 
"НАєїау, САМог 88 бт Eig TG» трофттфу), and it is implied by the 
reproduction of the passage in Luke ix 7, бий тд АСүсобоц отб тири бт. 
"Iwavyns йубовт ... Matthew omits all reference to the divergent con- 
temporary views about Jesus, and therefore offers, no real parallel. St 
Mark assuredly meant ‘His reputation was now considerable, and dif- 
ferent ideas were held about Him in different circles by His con- 
temporaries: people were saying, Why, it's John the Baptizer redivivus, 
others No, it's Elijah, and others again A new prophet, just as there have 
been prophets from time to time before'. 
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12. vi 33 кої єібоу айтойс фт@үортас каї čyvwoav поло: кої теў 
&тд TATV TOV тбАсоР ovvédpaov ёкєї кої проїАвор офтойс. 

Obviously 2 the many who recognized them were not the same neces- 
sarily as the people who ran on foot from all the cities. Rather the many 
who recognized the intention of Jesus and His disciples spread the news, 
and with many to circulate the report a large concourse of people from 
different directions could collect, all heading for the place of landing on 
the other side. I am not even sure that we should not put a comma after 
ітфуортас, and translate ‘And they were seen going, and many recog- 
nized them, and people ran on foot to the common meeting-point and 
anticipated their arrival’. All these details seemed to the later Evangelists 
superfluous, and they pruned them remorselessly. Both reduce Mark’s 
four verbs to the single word — the only single word which would 
express the complete idea — їкоХо00т) оо: both supply oi бхХог as again 
the only single noun which would cover those who saw, those who recog- 
nized, and those whose concourse was directed to the landing-place. 

It should be noted that this is the solitary occasion on our list where 
Matthew and Luke make the same rectification of Mark's impersonal 
plural. But it has just been shewn what an obvious change it is: and Mat- 
thew inserts the same noun було: on two other occasions in our list (1 and 
15), Luke on one (4). 

13. vi 42, 43 кої Éjaoyov тбртєс koi éxopráoüqsar xoi pav 
кХаоиотао  бадека xodivwy пАпрорато. 

It was not the 5,000 who ate and were filled who picked up the frag- 
ments. Luke correctly interprets Mark when he substitutes йрвт for 
noav. So still more expressly the Fourth Evangelist — who in the story 
of this miracle follows in Mark’s footsteps — Муг; roig иодттайс айтод 
Luvaryayete TÈ пеєрісоєбсарта кАбарата (Jo. vi 12). Matthew alone 
retains Mark's phrase unaltered. 

14. vi 53, 54 кой бийтердоортес éri rijv уйу Hor eig T'evrqaapér ... 
кої é&eN0óvrov айтбр ёк Tod Woiov єйвйс бпсуубртєс avTOV TEpLespapov 

. We have now arrived at the long lacuna іп Luke’s copying of Mark: 
for our three instances 14, 15, and 16 there are no parallels in the third 
Synoptist. 

Mark meant that the people of the district where Jesus landed recog- 
nized Him: Matthew states that expressly, ётгүубтес афтӧр oi йрбрес ToU 
тбтоу бкейрою. 


21 think it quite obvious: but I have to admit that Swete in loc. appears to take 
тоћ\оќ as subject to all the three verbs. 
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15. vii 31, 32 xoi т@м>» ... OEY ... eig Tij» байадсаг тйс 
ГаМЛайїає ... xai фёроро ойт@ кофдр koi uovyiNéXor. 

Matthew generalizes from Mark’s single instance, inserting було: 
птоХХої as the subject, кої просіїАвом ойто бхЛог noroi, Exovres ped" 
éavrüv хоХойс тофХойс кофойс kvXXobc. 

16. viii 22 xoi Epyovrau cic By0oaiódr. кої фёрооо: стій тофАбР. 

Those who came to Bethsaida were our Lord and His disciples. Those 
who brought the blind man to Him were people of the place: our English 
equivalent would probably be "апа a blind man was brought to Him'. 
The whole passage is absent from Matthew (though it presumably con- 
tributed the тофХоёс to Matthew's generalization in xv 30, see just above 
under 15) as well as from Luke. 

17. x 1, 2 xai сурторебортой made було: прдс abTév, Kai oc ciwber 
TAN &bidacKxey «тойс. каї бппроторм айтбу si &Esorw àvópi yvvaîka 
бпоћдоои. 

The passage is included here with a little hesitation: but I believe both 
that this is the true reading, and that éaypdrwv airéy is the impersonal 
plural — not ‘the multitudes asked Him’ but ‘the question was asked of 
Him’. It would not be reasonable to suppose that the question of divorce 
was the dominant one in the minds of the crowds: Peter simply remem- 
bered the question being raised at that time. There is no parallel in Luke: 
Matthew supplies просіїАдом айті oi Форюойог, from which many 
authorities have borrowed проаєХвортес oi Ф. for the text of Mark. 

18. x 13 кої просёфєроу айті radia Тра avTOv Grat. 

Luke retains the impersonal plural: Matthew substitutes the passive, 
тбтє TpoOtvéxOncar avrà tabia. 

19. x 49 кої eirev Фауйаате abtév. кой 2фдууодар Tov тофХдр. 

This passage is again included doubtfully, since it is possible to 
understand St Mark as meaning that our Lord addressed the command 
*Call him' to definite persons who obeyed the command. I should rather 
understand the Evangelist to mean that our Lord ordered generally that 
Bartimaeus should be called, and that the order was carried out by some- 
body or other. In any case the detail was omitted by Matthew and only 
indicated by Luke. 

20. xiii 9-11 GAémere è йрєїс &оутойс` aapaddoovow бийс sic 
ovvédpta Kai sic ovvoryoryàg бартїаєовє ... кої бтар &ywow бийс 
тарабіббитєс, из) прорершебте ті NaAHoyTE. 

Both Matthew and Luke retain the impersonal plural here — it is the 
solitary instance in our series in which both do so, but then it is also the 
solitary instance in our series in which the idiom is employed in the 
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record of our Lord’s words 3 — but in an earlier place in Matthew (x 17, 
where the substance of the Marcan passage is much more closely 
reproduced than it is at xxiv 9) we have, instead of GAémere ёартобс, 
трооЁхєтє бтд TOY aVOpHTwy, and in that way a subject is supplied. 

21. xiv 12 xoi Tfi проти йибра TOv б (цор бте тд тааха Evov. 

Matthew, either because he thought the information superfluous or per- 
haps because he thought it absolutely misleading, omitted the clause бтє 
тд Taoxa Kvoy. Luke transposed the impersonal active, as in 8, 11, 13, 
into a passive, ё ў det 0бєобоц тд тасвхаг. 


Of these twenty-one passages there are three for which there is no Mat- 
thaean parallel, 4, 10, 16, and four for which there is no Lucan parallel, 
14, 15, 16, 17. Again, the actual phrase in which the impersonal plural 
occurs is dropped on four occasions by Matthew, 2, 11, 19, 21, and on 
one by Luke, 19. There remain fourteen passages in Matthew, sixteen in 
Luke, to consider. 

The most common expedient in both Matthew and Luke is the insertion 
of a nominative as subject for the verb, which thus ceases to be 
impersonal. The expedient is adopted eight times by Matthew 1, 6, 8, 9, 
12, 14, 15, 17, seven times by Luke, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12. Each of them 
uses тіс once, Matthew 8, Luke 10: for the rest they used plural nouns ог 
nouns of multitude. Only once do they agree on the nominative inserted, 
12, where oi було: is common to both. Since the particular word óxAoc 
was one of the most obvious nouns, if not the most obvious, to insert, the 
single coincidence is nothing unnatural. 

Besides this, there was the possibility of using what we should feel in 
English the most idiomatic method of rendering St Mark’s usage, and 
substituting a passive. Matthew does this once, 18, Luke four times, 8, 
11, 13, 21. 

These two expedients reduce the series to five passages apiece in Mat- 
thew and Luke, where the impersonal plural is retained. The evidence 
shews conclusively that the idiom is a regular and common one in Mark’s 
narrative, and that on two occasions on an average out of three it is in 
some way got rid of by the other Synoptists. 

With these results before us, let us now consider the two reserved pas- 
sages, Mark iii 21 (22), xiv 1 (23). 


3Matthew and Luke shew a fair number of instances of the idiom in the record of 
Christ’s teaching. What is remarkable is Mark’s fondness for it, and their dislike of it, in 
narrative. No doubt they allowed themselves far greater latitude in recasting Mark’s own 
story than in recasting the record of the Adyot of Christ. 
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22. iii 21 кої àxobcoavreg oi тар” офтоў Mov KpaThoot айтбу 
EXeyov yap бт: E££oTq. 

The impression ordinarily and naturally caused by these words is that 
our Lord’s family left home to get hold of Him, because they thought He 
was out of His senses. But in the light of what we now know of Mark’s 
fondness for the impersonal plural, an alternative rendering becomes at 
once possible, ‘for it was reported that He was out of His senses’. And 
the possible rendering becomes I think probable, or more than probable, 
if we consider the weakness of the reason given, on the ordinary view, for 
the action of Christ’s family. They said He was mad: on what grounds? 
On the rather inadequate ground that the crowd was so great that nobody 
had room to eat. But on the view now proposed, St Mark has rounded off 
his story of the Call of the Twelve by the summary statement that the call 
was followed by a resumption of the work at Capernaum. Then begins a 
new paragraph, verses 21-35, dealing with two alternative explanations 
offered by those who criticized the new teacher's work: #АвүоР бт. 
"E&éorn, КАєуои бті ВесХСсВоёХ Fxet. The former was a local criticism, 
which reached the ears of His family at Nazareth, and they left home to 
see what restraining influence they could exert over Him: the latter was 
the suggestion of emissaries from Jerusalem. This is dealt with first: it is 
the sin against the Holy Ghost, the refusal to recognize that good deeds 
must come from the good God. The story then returns to the former. It 
is over-subtle to regard the intercalation of verses 22-30 as intended to 
allow time for the journey from Nazareth to Capernaum. It is rather that 
the mention of the earlier and more naive criticism of people at 
Capernaum suggests at once to the writer the other more evil-minded but 
more logical theory of people from Jerusalem, and being reminded of it 
he deals with it first. 4 

23. xiv 1 ў» 68 70 пбаха кої тё боро perà 600 ўрёрас̧, кой ёўўтооу 
ої йрхієреїс Kai oi урариатеїс пёс abtov év 66M» kparüícavreg 
дпоктєїродіу ÉAeyov yap My би ті) бортії, pý Tore ёотон 0ópvBoc Tod 
№аод. 

‘Next day was the Passover: and the chief-priests were оп the look out 
for some underhand way of arresting Him: for it had been urged that an 
(open) arrest at the feast might lead to a riot’. That is I think what St 
Mark means. The emphasis in the second clause is, as the position of the 


^ І think myself that by the £Xe'yor of verse 30, бт.  хеуо» Пуедио бкв орто» Exet, 
St Mark means again the impersonal plural ‘because it was said’, though it is of course pos- 
sible that he is harking back to ‘the scribes’ of verse 22. 
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word indicates, on 66Хо: and what reason would there be for any empha- 
sis on ббХа, if the point were that they were going to make по arrest dur- 
ing the festival? But if the conditions were (1) that the chief-priests were 
determined to arrest Jesus before He left Jerusalem, (2) that some of the 
Sanhedrists, to whom they felt bound to defer in order to secure unanim- 
ity, made a timid caveat against any action which might involve the 
chance of a riot at the moment of arrest, then the need for ббХос explains 
itself. An arrest effected by 66Хос would avoid the chance of a riot, 
whether it was effected during the festival or no. Hence the value to them 
of Judas, and of the information which enabled them to carry out their 
coup in the late evening and at a retired spot. 

It has been suggested that the mysterious directions given by our Lord 
to disciples in xi 2 and xiv 13, where no names are named, were intended 
to prevent Judas from obtaining previous knowledge of our Lord's move- 
ments which he could convey to the Jewish authorities. However that 
may be, it seems clear that ббХос meant just the securing of a time and 
place for the arrest where popular support for Jesus would have no 
opportunity of asserting itself. It is difficult to suppose that it is intended 
to imply a contrast between an arrest on Thursday and an arrest on 
Friday. And the solitary change which Matthew makes in copying Mark 
is in this respect very instructive: for, understanding £Aeyovr to refer back 
to the chief priests, he alters £Aeyorv yap into £Aeyor 66. The chief 
priests, that is to say, determined to arrest Jesus, but determined at the 
same time that an arrest during the feast must be avoided. Later exegesis 
has, as in so many other passages, interpreted Mark by Matthew. But if 
Mark's account is taken as the primary one, &\syov yap gives the reason 
for бблос. Оп the ordinary view, St Mark ought to have written ‘Next 
day being passover, the authorities determined to effect the arrest of Jesus 
before passover began: for they said, Not during the feast ... ° But that is 
not what St Mark says. He says, 'The feast being now imminent, the 
authorities determined to avoid a direct and open arrest, for the objection 
had been taken that such methods were too dangerous at such a time: they 
had to have recourse therefore to some secret coup'. 


I add, by way of appendix, yet one more passage, where, if we may 
assume the use of the impersonal plural, the reading which is perhaps the 
more probable would receive its explanation and justification: 

24. xv 10 (8-11) кої &vaßàç 6 бхХос йріато oirceio0ot ко@фс rois 
афтоїс. ó 68 ПеМ№атос̧ бтекрівт abroic Хбуаи Ө&\єтє йтоХбоо iptv Tov 
Baoréa tiv 'lovboícv; èyivwokev yap бт: бій ФОбуог парабебиіке са и 
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avrév. oi ó& àpxtepeig avéoetoay Tov бхХоу iva paddov Tov BapaBBav 
атоАфот айтоїс. 

The above reading, tapadedaxetoav ойтбу without oi &pxiepstc to fol- 
low, is that of B 1 k and the Sinai Syriac, and is supported by Matt. xxvii 
18 йбє yap бт: бий. Фдбуо» Tapéðwkav addy: and since it was certainly 
not the multitude who had handed Jesus over to the governor, we must 
take wapadedwxetoay as impersonal plural, and translate ‘it was for 
envy's sake that Jesus had been brought before him’. The alternative 
reading supplies a nominative to wtapadedwxevoayv: but it would be 
awkward even for Mark to end one sentence with oi брхєєрєїс and begin 
the next sentence with oi 62 &oxtepetc, and I incline to think that the first 
oi àpxwpeig is just an early scribal insertion, ог more probably gloss, 
intended to make the sense of Topoózócxkcuoav clear to the reader. 


П - épew in St Mark 


óépsw is one of the words specially characteristic of the Second 
Gospel, and Sir John Hawkins rightly includes it in his list Horae Synop- 
ticae? p.13. If we make abstraction of the technical usage of gépei» ‘to 
bear fruit', the figures for the four Gospels are Mark 14, Matthew 4, 
Luke 4, John 8. Sir John Hawkins leaves the matter there: but examina- 
tion of the passages concerned reveals the secret of the disproportionate 
occurrence of the word in Mark. The other three Evangelists, in fact, 
limit the meaning of $épei, speaking generally, to the sense of ‘carry’: 
Mark, on the other hand, uses it also, and more frequently, in the sense 
*bring'. The difference is therefore a lexical one. It is well illustrated in 
the treatment of Mark 2 (ii 3) by Luke, and of Mark 7 (xi 2, 7) by both 
Matthew and Luke. 

1. Mark i 32 &epor тодс афтд» тартас тоўс кокс Éxovrag. Here 
їферо», as in the parallel cases 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, means certainly ‘brought’, 
not ‘carried’: and therefore Matthew substitutes троорРеүкор and Luke 
yayov. 

2. ii 3 каї Épxovrat фброртес трос отд тарадутікду аїрбиємої 
йтф тєдайром. So far is Mark from implying the sense of ‘carry’ in 
фброртес that he finds it necessary to add aipéuevoy to convey the further 
idea: ‘they bring to him a paralytic, carried by four men’. Matthew again 
substitutes apoodépevv: Luke transfers фброртес to take the place of 
сірбиєгом ‘men (come) carrying on а bed a man who was paralysed’. 

За. vi 27 каї єйбіс à&moors(Aag б ВаоМ№ейс̧ omexovAdTopa éméra£ev 
ёрёүкоц THY Kepadyv отой. 

b. 28 xoiijveykev Thy кефаль афтод eri ті рокі. 

Here the natural rendering in verse 27 would be *bring', but in verse 28 
we could no doubt say either *he brought his head on a dish' or *he bore 
his head on a dish’. The episode is absent from Luke: Matthew’s 
abbreviated narrative dispenses with the évéyxou of verse 27, but retains 
the ýveykev of verse 28 in the passive form йибхбу ‘his head was borne 
on a dish.’ 

4. vii 32 кої dépovow ait@ кафдр кої poy:Addov. Obviously they 
‘bring’ the man, not ‘carry’ him. So Matthew (Luke again has no paral- 
lel) paraphrases with тороо Або ... Exovrec ped’ баютбу, once more 
refusing Mark’s usage of фбргір. 

5.УШ 22 xoi Épxorrot cig ByOoatdav. кої pépovow офтф тифАбу. 
Neither Matthew nor Luke retains this episode: if they had retained it, we 
may presume that they would have done as they regularly do elsewhere 
and have avoided the dépeuv. 
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ба. іх 17 біббакойе, “reyka Tov vióv шою прос o£. 

b. 19 óépers айтду трбс pe. 

с. 20 кої ğveykav отд прос айтбу. 

Luke reduces the triple use of ће word to a single occasion, and there 
substitutes продбуаує. Matthew inserts просіиєука at one point, drops 
the veyra, ўувүко р, of verses 17 and 20, but retains the фёрете of verse 
19. Here (Matt. xvii 17) we have the solitary instance in which Mark's 
фёрги = ‘bring’ retains its place in either of the other Synoptists. Proba- 
bly the use was felt to be more tolerable in the imperative! : possibly it is 
eased by Matthew’s addition of бе. So Matt. xiv 18 of the loaves and 
fishes фёретё por 066 сфтойс. 

7a. хі 2 siphoete лОХор бсбєрёрор ... Хбсате abrov кой фбрете. 

b. 7 кої $épovotr Tov тОХоР трдс Tov "Inoody. 

Both Matthew and Luke substitute &vyáyere in а, yayov in b. Luke 
therewith makes his regular alteration: Matthew for once deserts 
просфёро for &yw, presumably because ‘leading’ is a natural word to 
employ of an animal. 

За. xii 15 фёретё uot óqváptor tva Bw. 

b. 16 0162 йиєукар. 

Matthew émdcitaTé рог... oi 68 тросўрєукау. Luke ócí£orc, omit- 
ting the addition that а dyvd&piov was then brought. Neither would talk of 
¢épecv in connexion with a coin: but Luke’s normal substitution of &yew 
was inappropriate here, and he had to find another word. That he and 
Matthew should have found the same substitute for $épere іп ócítare 
(émidciEare) naturally challenges our attention. But coincidences will 
happen: they have no significance unless they bear an undue proportion to 
the total number of cases in which they could happen. And if the chances 
were — as presumably they were — that one or other of the group of 
Pharisees and Herodians had a denarius on his person, then ‘show me 
one’ was an even more natural phrase than ‘bring me one’. 

9. xv 22 (&yyopebovotw ... Lipwra ... (va брт Tov oTavpdy отой) 
кої $épovoi avrov бті тор T'oNyo0àr тбтор ... (кої oravpoboty офтбь). 

Mark uses оїро, as in ii 3, for ‘carrying’ the cross: Luke, as there, 
substitutes ¢dépew.  Mark's фереги for ‘bring’ him to Golgotha is of 
course rejected by both Matthew and Luke, who agree in simplifying the 
sentence into the form ‘on their arrival (£A6órrec, бте ат дор) at Gol- 
gotha ... they crucified him'. Again a coincidence, but surely a very 
obvious one, once it is postulated that the word фереги had somehow to 


1 See for the imperative also Luke xv 23 (quoted in the next note), and Jo. xx 27 
фере Tov ёбктућор. 
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be got rid of, and that the four verbs connected by «aí in Mark xv 22-24 
offered an irresistible temptation to revision. 

In the result, out of fourteen instances of фёрсир in Mark, the word is 
never retained by Luke,? once only by Matthew; though Luke twice (v 
18, xxiii 26) transfers it to the immediate context, displacing Mark's 
ойр у to make room for it. For ферги Luke’s favourite alternative is 
бус (three times) ог троовгүсир (once). Mark only once has &yew іп 
the ordinary transitive use: Matthew, save in the episode of the ‘bringing’ 
of the colt to Jesus, shares Mark’s avoidance of &ysıv, and replaces 
фбреіи by троофёрии» (four times), а word which he employs nearly 
twice as often as the other three Evangelists put together. 


2 Yet compare Luke ху 23 фёрғтє Tòr шбахоу тд» дітеутбу (again however in the 
imperative, as Matt. xiv 18, xvii 17, see above under 6b), Acts v 16 фЕроутес авбеуеїс. 


Ш - siç апа ёр іп St Mark 


On eic (elg and бу) in the New Testament see Winer-Moulton, Grammar of 

New Testament Greek? рр.514, 516-518, who give the older view that there 
is no, or next to no, real confusion between the two prepositions: on the 
other side J.H.Moulton, Prolegomena to a Grammar of New Testament 
Greek (1906) pp.62-63, and especially 234; Fr.Blass, Grammatik des 
Neutestamentlichen Griechisch (1896) 5 39. 3 (4, 5) рр.119-121; І. 
Radermacher, Neutestamentliche Grammatik: Das Griechisch des Neuen 
Testaments im Zusammenhang mit der Volkssprache (1911) pp. 16, 10: and 
for eig in modern Greek A.Thumb, Handbuch der neugriechischen 
Volkssprache (1895) $ 202, p.120 


The following list of passages is intended to justify the conclusion that 
in Mark's usage siç is frequently used in the place of ёр, ёр perhaps 
occasionally where we should rather expect siç (see 2, 10): that the other 
two Synoptists, and Matthew more consistently than Luke, dislike the 
confusion of the two prepositions and generally alter Mark's phraseology: 
and that the volume of evidence for siç = ёр as a favourite usage of Mark 
is sufficient to turn the scale where the witnesses happen to be divided, 
some giving ап sic = ёр reading and others either having £r in place of 
sic (6, 15) or more often introducing into the text a verb of motion (3, 4, 
14). 

1. 19 г28атт01 cic Tov Чорбфупи. It is quite impossible, in my 
judgement, to suppose that by this phrase Mark means anything at all dif- 
ferent from i 5 éBanrifovro èv TQ Торбаур: the phrases were to him 
synonymous. Matthew retains &8отті(орто èv TQ Чорбарт of the multi- 
tudes, and for the baptism of Jesus alters the construction to maparyiverou 

. émi тд» “lopddvnv ... тоб ВоттиоӨ Роц. Luke omits both ди 70 
Чорбарт and siç Tov "Торбартр. 

12. 116 брффаХХоРтас èv Th боћбаср. Matthew more correctly 
ВбХХомтає cpPiBrAnorpoy sic Thy баХаосаг: Luke has no parallel. 
Most MSS of Mark insert a noun (some dudiBrAnorpov from Matthew, 
others, possibly rightly, тё біктусі) to give &дифи8@Алортас an object: 
but the insertion only makes the use of ép odder still.] 

3.121 аскер siç Thy ovvaywyýv. So К С L A 28 33 Ferrar group 
зуг"! Origen: cigeNav eig Tij» адорсгүвгүйг дбібадксу A B D W Ө latt. 
The latter group is in itself the stronger, and I cannot regard К Origen as 
more than a single witness. But Westcott-Hort give the shorter reading a 
place in their margin, and the close parallels of 4 and 14 suggest that the 
scholar who produced the B text, whenever he found siç without any idea 
of motion expressed, systematically put matters right from a grammatical 
point of view by the insertion of the verb  рходон (eiaépxopoc). Still in 
view of the Latin evidence, and of the Greek support for the same read- 
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ing, the decision is perhaps less easy than in any other instance of reading 
on our list. Neither of the other Synoptists has a parallel text here. 

4, 5. 139 кої qv кпрбсашу sic тас ovvarywyas ойтфу eig біти THY 
ToXAaíar. So A C D М А latt. зуг: ўАбє» R BL ©. With regard to 
the prepositions, Matthew changes siç both times into ёр, ёр бХр тії 
Гомес бидаокор би тойс сурогуахусіїс айтди: Luke retains zig on the 
first occasion, but by combining the two phrases into siç Tàg диРсгүюүйс 
тйс ГомМоѓос̧ [lovdaiac] avoids the second. With regard to the verb, 
Matthew changes to периїуєу ‘went about’, Luke has ди. It is much 
more likely that Luke repeated 7» курбоооР siç from Mark than that he 
altered Ov sic into ўи eig. It is further much more likely that scribes 
or editors of Mark should have substituted Аве sic for 7j» cic than vice 
versa. I cannot doubt that Х В represent here an intentional correction of 
а non-literary usage of St Mark. 

6. ii 1 ткобобт бт sic о{кбу ёст. So A С A and the margin of 
Westcott-Hort: ди oiko 207їр X B D W Ө 33. Versions hardly count; but 
authority, it is clear, is preponderant for ёр оїко: it is only the considera- 
tion that the temptation to alter cic оёкор to бу oixw was infinitely greater 
than the converse which makes it likely that the inferior witnesses are 
right. There is no parallel in either Matthew or Luke. 

7a. iv] іпеаєу cic тас бквубас. 

b. 18 oi siç тас бк@убос oTEtpspevor. 

Both Matthew and Luke alter Mark on the first occasion, the former to 
ёті тас àkávðaç, the latter to ди péow тфу бкоуӨфу: both, on the other 
hand, retain Mark’s siç on the second occasion. There is indeed some 
authority for ёт? тас ёкбидас̧ both times in Mark, C D 33 in verse 7, К 
C A in verse 18: the former is doubtless borrowed from the parallel in 
Matthew. And the parallel in Jeremiah iv 3 must not be overlooked, 
редаате баютоїс VEHMATA, кої ui) omcípyre ÈT’ àkávÜotc. 

8. iv 8 Ёлсовр eic тїр үй» ri)» ко АЦр. 

cf. verse 20 oi éxi rijv үй» тїр kaNij» старбртес. 

Here Matthew changes cic to ёті in verse 8,1 thus giving ёті in both 
places. Luke, more tolerant than Matthew of the Marcan use of eic, 


1 £ic tends to take the place of ¿xí (xpóc) as well as of £y іп Mark. i 10 котобоѓуши 
віс сйтбу is changed by both Matthew and Luke to £zí: xiii 3 xaðnuévov ойтой cic тд брос 
TO» &№охӧ», Matthew writes éxt той ópovc (see по. 19 below): and the very odd кобђобох 
év ті) Oaddooy of iv 1, where Matthew omits бу 7) Oaddoon (Luke again gives no paral- 
lel), would at least be less odd if Mark had written 257 ті)с боАдооус, But tic тд терор 
(iv 35, v 1, 21, vi 45, viii 13) and eic Tò» ойраубу (vi 41, vii 34) are freely reproduced by 
Matthew and Luke, and have precedent in classical usage. 
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retains it? in Mark's verse 8, while he changes ¿rì rýr to ди rj in Mark’s 
verse 20. 

9. iv 8 гас̧ трийкорта Kai Eig ббтікорта Kai єс ékorróv (with variant 
єр). 

cf. verse 20 єр трийкорта кой ev &Ётукорто кой Ev бкатби. 

By a curious freak of the Greek language etc ev can mean, according as 
breathing and accent differ, either the two correlated prepositions eig ёр, 
or the masculine and neuter of the cardinal number опе, cic бу. And 
since breathings and accents were not part of the usage of MSS at the time 
when our Gospels were written, we are thrown back on internal evidence 
to decide between possible interpretations. Matthew on each occasion 
substitutes 5 pèr ... 5 62 ... Ə 66: he would therefore seem to have read £y, 
and certainly to have understood Mark to mean 'one ... another ... 
another'. Luke, with the dislike of an educated Greek for the Jewish use 
of symbolic numbers, omits the details on both occasions 

eig in verse 8 would Бе ungrammatical after ёХХс, and if we translate 
with Matthew ‘one ... another ... another’ we must read the neuter gp 
throughout, against the testimony of X B С" L A. The Latins followed 
Matthew's interpretation, and rendered unum: and so among moderns 
Blass op.cit. $ 46. 2 p. 142. But in view of the Semitic idiom, which 
uses the preposition ‘in’ to mean ‘at the rate of’, I suspect that Mark had 
in his mind here the preposition and not the numeral. Further, if the mass 
of evidence adduced in these notes convinces us that the evangelist used 
the two prepositions ёу and eig almost interchangeably, it becomes simple 
enough to suppose that he had the same idiom in his mind whether he 
expressed it by ёр, as certainly in verse 20, or by eic, as perhaps in verse 
8. Nay, it becomes even possible that cod. B is right in interchanging the 
two in a single verse: in verse 8 if B's cig трийкорта koù èv é£jkovra кой 
ёр éxarróv is the true text, we can the better understand why X should have 
sig ... sig ... siç and A D ёр... ёр... èv. 

[10. iv 36 xapadapBévovow abróv Gg їр др TQ Tolg. As in [2] 
above, this is an instance not of siç where we expect £r, but of ди where 
we expect siç. Luke omits the detail: Matthew restores the more correct 
use, éufárrt ойто sig TAolov.] 

11. v 14. астууусдХар siç Ti)» TóN кой siç тоўс &ypoúç. An instance 
on the border-line, where єїс might just be rendered *announced it to the 
city’, though it is hardly doubtful that the real meaning is ‘in the city and 
in the country'. So, while Luke retains the Marcan phrase unaltered, 


2ҥр here, Luke viii 8, has éai, а c d ‘super’, Ше variant is probably due to а 
simple assimilation to Matthew. 
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Matthew, with his more rigid canon of exactness іп respect of this 
preposition, inserts &aedOévrec before sic Thy томі ОстууүүсгХар- 

12. v 34 ітаує cic вірдупи. Once more Matthew omits the phrase, 
and Luke, with the change of maye into торсбоо, retains it. While per 
вірйутс and ёр єірйуп are common in the LXX, eic єіртути is the charac- 
teristic use, following the Semitic idiom, with торсбоо and Ваёг ќе. 
Mark's phrase is therefore not destitute of precedent, though it is more 
likely that Luke consciously sheltered himself under this than that Mark 
did. 

13. vi 8 fva pndév atpwou ёс бббр ... À турар, ці) eic ту Corny 
xo^xórv. Неге the usual conditions are reversed, and it is Luke who 
omits, Matthew who retains, eic rij» (супи. It is of course just possible 
to say Чаке no money for your purse', though the more natural phrase is 
undoubtedly ‘in your purse’. 

14. viii 26 pende[vi] eic тїр корту єйтис. There are no parallels from 
the other Synoptists: but the instance is a most significant one, and the 
case for the reading adopted above is in my judgement unanswerable. 
Westcott and Hort, Introduction § 140 cite this verse with good cause as a 
typical ‘conflate’ reading of the received text: it is demonstrable that 
behind the form 4988 eig Thy корт eioéN0nc unè cians тий ёр тй коң 
lie two earlier readings, (1) нта sic Tij» карти cioédOnc, and (2) pydé 
єїтүс тий èv тй корп, Which the Antiochene text has combined. 
Westcott-Hort treat the two briefer readings as rivals, and decide for the 
former, which is given by X В L W 1 syr*?- But what if we repeat the 
process of analysis, and ask whether both (1) and (2) cannot be explained 
as developments of a reading that lay further back than either of them? If 
we bear in mind (o) the accumulation of evidence in favour of the Marcan 
use of siç for zv: (В) the tendency of codex B to get rid of this unclassical 
idiom, on the more startling occasions of its employment, by the intro- 
duction of ёрходонц or cloépxouou — see 3, 4 above: (y) the actual 
presence of the phrase pydevi єїтүс eic тй» корти as part of the reading 
in D, and ої "пе cui diceret in castellum" as the whole reading in the Old 
Latin MS с: (6) the ease with which the other early readings can be 
explained if we postulate ил 6 и | eig тй» кодту єїтус as the original 
source of the different developments: then I do not think it too much to 
say that the problem has solved itself.? 


3 When I first published my Inaugural Lecture, The Study of the New Testament: 
1883 and 1920 (1920), 1 had not grasped the evidence for St Mark’s usage of siç = ёр, 
and thought that the original text must have run 45óà eic TÀ» корту, without any verb: but 
my friend the Rev.H.N.Bate had already divined the true reading, as I have there recorded 
(p. 59 ad fin). 
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15. х 10 «oi eig Ti)» oikíav тахир oi рабттої пері тойтор ÈTNPĚTWV 
айтбу. Luke is по longer parallel to Mark: Matthew drops the whole 
phrase. But the reading is that of X B D L A Y, and it must not be 
assumed that because the Latins give the ablative they found ёр тії оікѓс in 
their Greek exemplars. It cannot be too often repeated that a large ele- 
ment in our critical apparatus is vitiated because it is forgotten that the 
earliest translators translated by the sense and not by the letter, and fol- 
lowed the idiom of their own language. It is only the late pedantry of the 
Greek O.T. of Aquila, or the Harclean Syriac, or the English Revised 
Version of N.T., which so translates as to enable one to reconstruct the 
exact phraseology and order of their original.4 So we are free to follow 
the reading of our best Greek MSS without reference on this occasion to 
the versions. The temptation to scribes to substitute ¿v ті) оѓкѓо in so pal- 
pable a case of siç = би was obvious: it is rather matter for wonder that 
the few MSS escaped it than that the many fell victims to it. 

16. xi 8 тоХХО! rà шати айтби &отросоу siç Thy 656v. The verb ‘to 
strew’ might be conceived of as implying motion, ‘strewed their garments 
on to the road’: and if Mark never used eic for ду, some such explanation 
would be feasible. But in view of the evidence here accumulated, it is by 
far the simpler view that he meant ‘on the road’. So certainly Matthew 
and Luke understood it, since both substitute £v ті) 65@. This is the first 
occasion on which we find them agreeing on ди for eig; but see also 
below, no. 20. 

[17. xiii 3 кобтиёроу ойтой cic тд брос төр éXoudy, ‘as he was sitting 
on the Mount of Olives’. In English we can only render by ‘on’. But 
that does not mean that the proper Greek word was necessarily àv: Mat- 
thew's ¿mì тод броцс (Luke omits the whole detail) is doubtless more 
idiomatic. It remains, however, that it is a real example of the encroach- 
ments in vulgar use of eig upon other prepositions.] 

18. xiii 9  тарабфасудтіи фийс tig ovvébpua каї siç avvoryoryàg 
бар дсаӨс кої ёті їууєнбиши кої ВасёоыР orabijccobe. How is the 
sentence to be punctuated? Luke, omitting dapiecoée entirely, is able to 
construct a simple sentence with two pairs of parallel nouns, 
птарабідбртєс tig TAÇ ovvaywyas koi ФоХакйс, дбтауорбувує émi 
Baowsic кої Пуєрбрас. Matthew (x 17) sacrificed the connexion of 
ovvédpta and ovvæywyáç, constructing the former with the verb that 
precedes it and the latter with the verb that follows it, ro poóoocovou үйр 


4 The Vulgate was saved from this pitfall of revision because Jerome was not only a 
good Greek scholar, but a great Latin stylist. 
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фийс cic ovvddpia, кой ÈV тойс ovvaryoryotg ойт» paoTiywoovety ибс, 
кої ёті зүүсибуас 68 кої Baotdsic бувйоєсве. I cannot doubt that Mat- 
thew is so far right that siç avvaywyàç барійаєсве was intended by Mark 
to be taken together, and that therefore eig ovvarywyas means nothing 
more nor less than ‘in synagogues’. But I am also inclined to believe that 
Luke interprets correctly when he joins ouvarywyas¢ каї фиХакбс — i.e. 
сорббриє and ovvorywyas — in one construction: for it seems as odd to 
think that Mark meant to contrast the usage to be experienced in san- 
hedrins and in synagogues respectively, as that he should have contrasted 
governors and kings. If I am right, Mark's thought implies a comma 
after бийс, and another after ёарўсгодє: ‘they shall give you in charge, 
in sanhedrins and synagogues shall you be beaten, and before governors 
and kings shall you be made to stand.’ The absolute use of парабіббиси 
is found in i 14 perà тб тараёбобђиох Tov "шипи, and in frequent 
references to Judas and the Betrayal of Christ. Anyhow a clear case is 
established of cig = ди: Mark, we may be quite sure, had no thought of 
*the simplest rendering! *Ye shall be scourged into the synagogues"', 
even though it ‘presents no archaeological difficulty’ (Winer-Moulton? p. 
518). 

19. xii 10 кої siç тбрта тё Кәр прото» Set kmpvx0fvoi ті 
£baryyéMov. ‘Preached to all nations’ would be a possible rendering: but 
when Matthew xxiv 14 wrote кпрухвйаєтои ... èv Ody тй oixoupévy (Luke 
has no parallel), he must have taken Mark to be once more using eic for 
ёр. 

20. xiii 15, 16 6 eni тоб бошатос wi] катоВбто [siç THY oixiar] ume 
сісєћдбто т. Gpat ёк тйс оікіас афтод, кої ò sig Tov үүрд» ий 
ётготрефёто sic тд ётісо Gpat тд ішбтіор оўтой. Both the other Synop- 
tists recognize the clear implication of 6 eig тд» Фурб» ‘the man in the 
field’; Matthew writes 0 £v 79 дур, Luke oi ди Toig xópouc. For the 
second time (see 16 above) they agree in the very obvious substitution of 
ёр for ёс. 

21. xiv 20 6 ибаоттбиеуос per дної eic тд [£v] ToU Xov. As іп 16, 
it is possible to argue that дибаіттєсвой implies motion, so that ‘dips into 
the dish’ could stand. But Matthew at any rate (Luke omits the whole 
phrase) interpreted Mark's cic as equivalent to би, 6 ёиВафас per’ ёдой 
Tij» хеїра ёр TQ TpvBdiw. I think it is not unlikely that the ёр of B in 
Mark does not really mean ‘the one dish’ (there seems no trace in Marcan 
usage of тд Ку = ‘the same’) but it is the descendant of a marginal gloss 
suggesting the substitution of ёр for eic. 
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These instances, taken together — even after allowance is made for the 
two, 2 and 10, where ёр appears instead of sic, and another 17, where cic 
has ousted дті rather than gy — do seem to establish a definite tendency in 
Marcan usage for siç to encroach on ду. That encroachment is not pecu- 
liar to Mark, though among New Testament writings there is none where 
the encroachment is so marked as in his Gospel. The process which was 
commencing in the common speech of our Lord’s time has ended in the 
complete supersession of £y in modern Greek. But it was still resented by 
scribes and scholars, or at any rate by some of them, in the first and sec- 
ond centuries A.D. If Matthew regularly, and Luke frequently, are found 
to desert Mark’s use in this respect, it is reasonable to expect that the 
same tendency will have influenced scribes, and not least the more skilled 
among them. The evidence of undoubted cases like 1, 15, 18, 20, may 
fairly be used to turn the scale where the evidence is divided, and justifies 
the conclusion that the scribe of codex B or its ancestor, admirable as is 
his general fidelity, did not rise superior to the temptation of altering an 
incorrect idiom into accordance with the traditions of literary Greek. 


IV - Parenthetical clauses in Mark. Ї 


Ancient manuscripts were written without signs of punctuation or even 
of interrogation. In the hands of a master of the Greek language its 
highly developed structure and its numerous particles made punctuation to 
a large extent superfluous, and enabled any intelligent reader to punctuate 
for himself as he read. But St Mark was not a master of the Greek lan- 
guage and his fondness for brief co-ordinate clauses, not helped out by 
appropriate particles, often leaves us in doubt whether, for instance, we 
should read a clause interrogatively or not. Take a simple case, where 
both Matthew and Luke already felt the difficulty, and took care to insert 
words to shew which interpretation they adopted — and, in fact, one 
interpreted one way, and опе the other: xvi 6 ці éxOapBeiobe | род» 
fnreire Tov Майортиди tov éoravpwpévov | ўүќоб | ойк Eom cóc. 
Here the second clause can be punctuated either as a statement of fact 
(with Vulgate, A.V., R.V., and Westcott-Hort) ‘Ye seek Jesus the 
Nazarene the Crucified’, or as a question ‘Are you seeking Jesus the 
Nazarene the Crucified?': and Matthew by prefixing the words оа yap 
бт shews that he takes the former view, while Luke, writing ті (rere, 
shews us as clearly that he takes the latter.! 

The present note envisages a special group of cases where St Mark 
employs parenthetical clauses, and a modern writer or printer would place 
these within dashes or brackets. In some cases the parenthesis is so brief 
and so obvious that no real difficulty arises. If in vii 2 Mark writes 
кограїїс ҳєроір, тодт` оті» Оуїттогс, éo0(ovow тойс Gprovc, ‘they eat 
their bread with defiled, i.e. unwashed, hands', we understand of course 
that the Pharisees used the Aramaic equivalent of когибс ‘defiled’ and that 
the Evangelist explains to his Gentile readers in what the defilement con- 
sisted. But in many more cases, as I think, Mark has made use of this 
expedient in a way which has misled scribes or commentators or both. 
The process of my argument would be more cogent and more logical if 
the clearer cases were cited first, and advance was then made from the 
more to the less certain. But convenience of reference appears to dictate 
the simpler course of taking the passages in the order of the Gospel. 


1. Mark i 1-4 "Аруд тоб staryyediov "000 Хрготод vied 0с00 (кавіс 
убураттаї бу TQ ‘Hoaia TQ тпрофіїтп 100 ... ràg TpiBovs офто?) 
éyévero “Iwavyns 6 баттЦорР èv ті) дрйшш Kypicowy Ваттодо 
нєтароїас sic бфеді» арортібфи. 


1 Бог а similar difficulty as to the second of three clauses see Mark і 24. 
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Here the text of Westcott-Hort (apart from the insertion of the words 
viod Oeod, which do not concern the problem before us) is followed, but 
not their punctuation. Westcott-Hort place a full stop before кобёс 
yéyporrrot, and a comma after aùroð: Swete prints a full-stop in both 
places; Tischendorf a comma before кобос̧, a full-stop after офтоб. 
Wellhausen wants to remove the whole of the quotation (verses 2 and 3) 
as not genuine, but retains the full-stop after verse 1. And, in general, 
modern exegetes are more or less agreed in segregating verse 1 as a sort 
of title,? though it is hard to see what real meaning &pxń has on this sup- 
position. 

But ancient exegetes had at least this advantage over modern, that they 
were accustomed to read unpunctuated Greek MSS, and therefore in prob- 
lems of this sort especial weight attaches to their interpretation. We have 
only to remember how the true meaning of Mark vii 19 (no.10 below) 
was rescued by Field from Origen and Chrysostom (to whom Burgon 
added Gregory Thaumaturgus) where modern interpreters had been 
baffled, and we shall be prepared on the present problem to listen respect- 
fully to Origen, Basil, and Victor of Antioch. The two latter are quoted 
by Swete: Basil c. Eunomium ii 15 ó 62 Маркос &рхї» тод sbaryyediou тд 
'"Ieávvov петоїдкє кйруура, Victor "Iwévynv оби тећертойо» ТӨР 
трофутё» &pxùv sivat ToU evayyediov фпоїу. And Origen should, I 
believe, be cited on the same side: іп Jo. i 13 ў &pxù тод єйссүүсХон ... 
Tiro, Wok ёоті ў ToXouà Sabhe, тбпою abris бутос "Ieivvov, Ñ ... TH 
TEA тйс тоХоибс бий "Ioápvov Topioráucra, and a few lines further on 
ev борий (ал дог Erevor пёс боо! Өсоёс прообттооо:» ОдфотЁрос TAS 
біавідкас oi ётєрббоЁо,, ойк ФХаттоР каї ёк тобто тої рятоб 
дхеухбиємо. пс̧ yap ббустоц бүрх? civar тод єйосууєміою (0с айтої 
otovrat érépov Tvyxávov 0с00) "Iwavens, ó Tod бтиоуруєд бибротос: 
(Brooke i 17. 26, 18. 2). Place then verses 2 and 3 within brackets as a 
parenthesis, and construct dpy} with éyévero. ‘The beginning of the 
proclamation of good news about Jesus as Messiah and Son of God, was 
John the Baptizer’s preaching in the wilderness of a baptism of repentance 
for remission of sins’. 


2. ii 10, 11 ўа 52 ciófjyre Gri éEovoíar Exc. ó vids Tod avOpwrov 


афгёусиц йрартіос̧ éri TiS yis (\&үє TO тароХтикб) Loi А&ёүш, &yetpe. 


2 Lagrange Evangile selon Saint Marc ad loc. cites Zahn, Nestle, J.Weiss, on this 
side. 
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The parenthesis is so obvious that it is retained with practically no 
change by both Matthew and Luke. We could express it in English ‘(he 
turns to the paralytic)’. 


3. ii 15, 16 kai тоАХО! тєХдроц кої брартоћої avvavékeuwro TO “Inood 
кой rotg шовптоїс отой — Toa» yap тоХХої, Kai їкоХоббоо» abrQ — 
кої oi урарнатеїс TOV Paptcaiwy іббртєс Ort éobiet peTa тр 
CpapTwrav кой TENGVOV ... 

The words within dashes are, I am sure, to be taken as strictly 
parenthetical: if they were removed altogether the main emphasis would 
remain unaltered — ‘Many "publicans and sinners" sat at table with Jesus 
and his disciples, and the Pharisee scribes seeing that Jesus was eating 
with them ... ', or, as in the logical order we might put it, ‘And the 
Pharisee scribes, seeing that many "publicans and sinners" were at the 
dinner with Jesus and his disciples, and that he ate freely with them ... ' 
The parenthesis has nothing to do with the reAX@vou koi брартоћої. We 
have no reason to suppose that large numbers of revenue collectors 
deserted their employment to follow our Lord, nor is there anything in the 
rest of the Gospel to suggest it. What St Mark really does here is to lay 
stress on the mention, for the first time, of the word ‘disciples’. Before 
this we have only heard from him of the call of Peter and Andrew, James 
and John, and perhaps of a growing company іп the ‘Simon and his 
friends’ of i 36. Now in ii 15 he reminds us by the way that already а 
considerable body of followers had gathered round Jesus and accompanied 
him wherever he went: робутоѓ is the noun to be supplied with joay yap 
тоХХої. Weiss and Loisy interpret correctly: Lagrange and Swete are оп 
the other side. Wellhausen gives two alternative explanations, but misses 
the true one. 


4. ii 22 кої оббеїс BáXXet oivov véov sig дакодс ToAoto0g — Ei 8 ил], 
9 Ёс: ó орос тойс ёскобс̧, кой б оёрос бстбАХртон, Kal oi бако! — &AE 
oivov véov siç &ckobc копробс. 

The arrangement above given (which is that adopted by Swete) is the 
only possible one if the last six words are genuine. They are omitted by 
D and many Old Latin MSS (not e, which borrows the full form of the 
verse from Matthew), but the agreement of Matthew and Luke in giving 
exactly these six words in common, while they provide different forms of 
Baw to complete the construction, is a strong argument for their genu- 
ineness in Mark. К B, therefore, should be followed against the rest: and 
if ci 5& рў... oi доско is printed as a parenthesis, there is no real diffi- 
culty about the construction. But Matthew and Luke, not recognizing or 
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not liking the parenthesis, give the final clause a construction of its own 
with páci (Matthew) ог BAnréov (Luke). 


5. ii 26b xoi тойс бртоос тйс провбаєшс йфогуєм (00с ойк ЁЁсоти 
фагүєїу єї ий) тойс ієреїс) Kai &бокєр кой тоїс оўу ойт@ одо. 

The case for parenthesis is less certain here, but I believe that the words 
‘which only the priests are allowed to eat’ is an addition by Peter or Mark 
to make it clear to Gentile hearers or readers in what way the instance of 
David and his company afforded a parallel and justification for the action 
of Jesus and his disciples. It looks, at any rate, as if Luke felt that there 
was something wrong with the Marcan passage, for he transposes the 
words treated above as parenthetical to the end of the sentence. If they 
were not parenthetical, that was the natural thing to do. 

Commentators have perhaps not sufficiently realized Mark’s habit of 
introducing explanations for those unfamiliar with the details of Jewish 
customs, see vii 2; vii 3, 4; vii 26a; xiv 36: compare the note introduced 
by him in хїн 14. 


6. iii 22-30. 

It would be misleading to print so long a passage as parenthetical: yet 
we lose something if the direct connexion of verse 21 with verse 31 
escapes our notice. It would seem as though the Evangelist, after he has 
begun to tell us of the charge about our Lord that he was out of his 
senses, diverged to put on record the much graver charge that he was pos- 
sessed by Beelzebub, and then, having dealt with that, recurs to the story 
he was beginning to tell and goes on to finish it. A similar case is that of 
the two verses viii 14, 16, which are directly connected with one another, 
though there is only a single verse which intervenes. And possibly the 
same sort of consideration will help to unravel the complicated con- 
nexions of ix 33-50, where verses 37 and 42 are the necessary comple- 
ment to one another. 


7. vi 14, 15 кої ковер 6 Васіћйс̧ ‘Howdns (фарєрӧ үйр &yérvero тд 
брора афтод, кої Edeyor бт: Тодри үс ò Bomrítow ёүўүєртог ёк vexpav 
... GAdoe 2 бАєуор öre "НАєіає отии, САХог 68 EXcyov бт профўтус̧ фс 
sig TOY трофтүтф»). акойдас бё 6 `Нрфётс Meyer “Ov éyo 
&тєкєф@йчос: Тодууур, обтос ўүќобт. 

Here йкойсас 6 “Нрфбэс is simply resumptive of ğkovoev ó ВоотХейс 
“Нрфбус, ‘Herod then, on hearing about Jesus, said’. The parenthetical 
arrangement assumes that Z\cyoy is the right reading in verse 14, not 
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Meyer,’ for the parenthesis gives the vivid popular interest in the per- 
sonality of Jesus of Nazareth as the reason for his fame coming to Herod’s 
ears. 

The whole passage vi 17-29 is parenthetical in the sense that the story 
of the martyrdom of John the Baptist is inserted here out of its historical 
place. All that belongs to the period at which St Mark’s narrative has 
arrived is just Herod’s knowledge about Jesus. And perhaps it is one of 
the curious links that connect the Fourth Gospel with the Second, that we 
learn in John vi 15 (cf.Mark vi 31b, 33) that there was at this time a 
movement, such as might naturally attract ‘King’ Herod’s attention, to 
make Jesus king. 


8. vii 2 іббитєс Twàc TOP робут@р отой бт. когроїс xepoiv (тодт' 
от,» діріттогс) гадйовот» тойс бртоос ... 

когубс in the sense of ‘unclean’ does not occur elsewhere in the 
Gospels: but it is used throughout the story of St Peter and Cornelius in 
Acts x-xi, being there combined with дк@бортос. The usage is technical 
and Jewish, and Mark explains to his Gentile readers that it means in this 
case ‘unwashed’. Presumably St Peter in relating the story had employed 
the word and intended to represent by it the actual phraseology in 
Aramaic employed by the Pharisees. The interpretation being editorial 
would best be put within brackets: cf. nos. 5 (ii 26b), 9 (vii 3, 4), 11 (vii 
26a), 16 (xiii 14) and probably 17 (xiv 36). 

From 8 to 12 there are no parallels in Luke. 


9. vii 3, 4 oi yàp daptoaio ... Ecoràv koi ҳаћкіои [кої кір). 

The editors rightly print these verses within dashes: the Evangelist 
remembers that his readers would hardly understand the religious value 
set by the Pharisees on such an observance as washing the hands before 
meals, unless he correlated it with their general attitude to other similar 
purifications. Matthew discards the explanation: what was necessary for 
Gentile readers in Rome was unnecessary in Palestinian circles. 


10. vii 18, 19 xoi Муг афтоёс Ойтшс xoi йреїс фофиєтої ёотє; ой 
роєїтє бїї тав TÒ ÉEw0Ev ... дкторебєтає; kaBopítov Távro rà (5popora. 
A very interesting example, for it shews how the Greek fathers may be 
better guides to the intelligent reading of the Gospels than the best equip- 
ped modern critics. Origen, Gregory Thaumaturgus, and Chrysostom 


3 See Note I 11. 
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saw that xadapitwy (the reading is quite certain, though later scribes 
attempted to make it more grammatical, as they thought, by changing it to 
the neuter) goes back to the beginning of the sentence, and means that 
Christ when he said this ‘cleansed all meats’: and we owe to Dr Field, 
Otium Norvicense iii (= Notes on the Translation of the New Testament 
р. 31) and to Dean Burgon, (Last Twelve Verses of St Mark p. 179 note u) 
the recovery of the true exegesis from the patristic comments. 
Wellhausen ad loc. still takes кадар (ор with rév біфебріро! Loisy (Les 
Évangiles Synoptiques p. 965) is acquainted with the recovered interpreta- 
tion, but thinks that if it is correct it can only be treated as a gloss, seeing 
that it ‘interrupts the thread of the argument too unskilfully to be 
original’. But I do not think that any one who studies the series here 
enumerated of parentheses in the Second Gospel will accept the sugges- 
tion that unskilful interruption of the context is decisive against genu- 
ineness. If the parentheses were wholly normal and intelligible, the other 
Synoptists would not have got rid of them so consistently. 


11. vii 25, 26a йкобсада гүр”) тєр! отой, Ho eixev тд OvyaTpLov 
айті)с пусдроа àkáÜoprov, бХвобса проабтеаєм прос тойс пббос айтої 
(7 62 yur ӯ» "EXAqríc, Борофоийкиооа TQ yévet) кой йрато сійтдр ... 

Mark reflects as he writes that the sequel of the story will be 
unintelligible if he does not explain that the woman was поб'а Jewess 
either by race or religion, but on the contrary a Syrophoenician in the one 
respect, a heathen in the other.4 Matthew reduces the statement to the 
single word ‘a Canaanite’ — which by itself implied both things to those 
for whom he wrote — and put it at its logical place in the forefront of the 
story. 


12. viii 14-17 кої ётєХаборто AaBeiv @ртоус, кої єї pù бра біртом ойк 
eixov цеб’ ёоутфу бу ТО Wroiw. (кой dteaTéAdETO айтоїс Хбушу ‘Op&re, 
ВХетєтє TO тйс {ӧртс̧ Tov Papioaiwy koi тйс {билс Hp@édov). кой 
баєХхоуїКорто трдс &XXNüáXovc бт біртоус ойк Éxovow. Kai гүройс Хбуєї 
офтоїс Tí біахоуї(єаве бт бртоос ойк Éxere; обтго роєїтє 0008 ovvíere; 

If the bracketed words are omitted from the sequence of the argument, 
everything seems plain sailing: and whatever explanation we give of the 


41 feel sure that St Mark means by “EdAnvic not ‘Greek speaking’ (as Swete) but 
‘heathen’, and I think that Matthew so understood him when he substituted for ‘EAnvic 
Lupodoivixiooa TQ убуєі the single word Xavavaia. If Mark had meant ‘Greek by lan- 
guage, Phoenician by race’, he must have added something like тў yAdooy. The normal 
meaning of “EA)y» іп N.T. is ‘pagan’, and that is precisely the sense needed to lead up to 
the contrast between ‘children’ and ‘dogs’. 
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words in question, it can hardly be doubtful that our Lord’s meaning, as 
reported in this Gospel, is that his disciples shewed grievous want of per- 
ception in not recognizing, after the miracles of the multiplication of the 
loaves, that their Master had at command a power from God to provide, if 
need were, their necessary food. This straightforward sequence of 
thought is broken by one intrusive verse. It is not an interpolation: the 
substance of it is present in the Matthaean parallel, and бихотЕ ХХодон is а 
characteristically Marcan word, never found in the other Gospels apart 
from a single passage, and that a doubtful one, in Matthew (xvi 20); Mar- 
can, too, is the combination ‘Pharisees and Herod’. The parallels give us 
no help: Matthew follows Mark closely. Luke omits the whole passage. 
But Luke, though he omits the passage, does give in quite another context 
(xii 1) the single verse ‘Beware for yourselves of the leaven of the 
Pharisees, which is hypocrisy’. He may of course have borrowed it from 
this passage: it is more likely that it was in Q. Anyhow it seems that the 
context of ‘bread’ must have reminded St Mark of the saying about the 
leaven of the Pharisees and Herod, and he inserted it here, though strictly 
speaking it was foreign to the context. In other words, it must be 
regarded as a parenthesis, an extreme example of Mark’s naive and non- 
logical construction of his narrative. A modern writer would have put it 
in a note at the foot of the page, and introduced it with the phrase 
‘compare ... ' The ancients, lacking such devices, were shut up within 
the alternatives of intercalation into the body of the text and omission. 
The modern editor of an ancient text, in which such intercalations occur, 
can only guide his readers by the typographical expedients of the dash and 
the bracket. 


13. ix 36-42 (38-41) кої Хор ratdiov батпаєм отд èv pow офто», 
кой бусгукаїмайцерос отд єїтеу айтоїс "Ос бїр čv ту ToLObTwWY тобі 
dé nro 8-1 TQ брбцаті pov, ёрё біхетац Kai дс Gv ёдё SEynTat, ойк бий 
óéxerat GAA Tov отоотеОхарта pe. (Ефт ойто б "Ioávync Дібфакойе, 
єїбацби тра ... дс yap ойк Foti Kad’ uv, йтёр йиби 20709. Oc үйр 
Gr потіот бибіс тотдрго» батос ÈV дрброт: бт Хрідтої бстб, дий» ХЄүш 
бийр бт. ой pH атоХАёоү TOY шодди отой.) кої бс би oKxavdadion Eva 
TOV шкрӧ» TovTWY ТӨР TLOTEUÓVTOV, КОХб” дату aT ДОХХОР ёі 
тєрїкєитоц, ибХос диикдс тєрї Tov трахэүХор отой Kai BEBAnTaL sig THY 
фбахаодар. кої é&v окободХт 06 ў Xcíp оор... 

In the ninth chapter of his Gospel St Mark devotes a larger proportion 
than hitherto to the Sayings of Christ. There are indeed in the earlier 
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chapters episodes introduced which led up to Sayings, and without the 
Sayings the episode would have no special point. Such would be, for 
instance, the plucking of the ears of corn, ii 23-28. But in the second half 
of the Gospel the training of the disciples gives more occasion to direct 
and systematic teaching, either not dependent upon special episodes at all, 
or at any rate more loosely connected with them than before. And the 
verses cited at the head of the paragraph exemplify this new feature of his 
story. It is hardly possible to suppose either that verses 35-50 are all соп- 
tinuous and belong to a single occasion, or that verses 35-37 record one 
conversation introduced by the episode of the child placed in the midst, 
38-50 another conversation introduced by the remark of John. What we 
have is something more complex than that, and less easy to disentangle. 

As in the last passage treated, no. 12, it seems likely that the Evangelist 
has interwoven with one another Sayings originally independent, though 
very probably belonging to the same cycle of teaching. And the method 
of combination seems to be on the same lines as before: a word or phrase 
brings to the writer’s mind another Saying on a similar topic and he sets it 
down, returning later on to the original topic. The intervening words 
may once more be treated as an example of Mark’s fondness for 
parenthesis. 

If we read verses 37 and 42 consecutively, it is difficult not to think 
that they are connected with one another. ‘Whosoever shall receive one 
of such children as this, receiveth me ... and whosoever shall offend one 
of these little ones that believe, it were better for him ... ' St Mark will 
have inserted the episode of John's remark and the Lord's answer, 
because it seemed to him to illustrate the same general idea: but having so 
inserted it, he returns to the topic from which he started and completes the 
saying which the parenthesis had interrupted. 

Wellhausen too, points out the connexion of verses 37 and 42. But he 
brings an arbitrary element into his exegesis of the passage by making a 
contrast between verses 43 and following, which he regards as genuine 
words of Christ, and verses 42 and preceding which appear to him to 
imply the period of the Apostolic age and not the period of the Ministry. 
He follows D in verse 40, reading бидр for judy, ‘Whosoever is not 
against you is with you', and supposes that the Evangelist or his authority 
has in his mind attempts in the primitive community to dispense with the 
leadership of the Twelve. Even if he is right in the reading he adopts, 
there is an obvious objection to his interpretation which he has not 
attempted to meet. The Gospel according to Mark puts in the foreground 
the selection of the Twelve and their subsequent training, and not less the 
prominence of Peter as spokesman of the inner company of the disciples. 
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If there was in the early Church any tendency to minimize the one or the 
other, it certainly could not be proved from our Second Gospel. Except 
on the postulate that Jesus cannot have contemplated the continued exist- 
ence of preaching in his name after his death, it is surely far simpler and 
more reasonable to suppose that the Saying or Sayings which inculcate the 
principle laid down in these verses came from no other lips than his. 


14. xii 12a xoi éfjrovy айтди кратђсох (кої 2фо(1)0)) даг) Tov ÜxXov), 
Eyvwoav үйр бт. трдс айтодс THY парабохіи einer. 

Obviously the recognition on the part of the Jewish authorities that the 
Parable of the Vineyard and the Husbandmen had been directed against 
them, was the reason not for their fear of the multitude but for their desire 
to arrest Jesus. The words ‘and they feared the multitude’ interrupt the 
connexion, and it is from that point of view necessary to bracket them. 
The Evangelist ought logically to have put first the reason for the desire 
before mentioning the obstacle which interfered with its fulfilment. 

The sense is clear enough, and Luke (xx 19) left Mark’s order of the 
clauses unaltered. Matthew (xxi 46) felt a difficulty in the sentence as it 
stood, and substitutes a reason for their fearing the people in place of 
Mark’s reason for their desire to arrest Jesus: ‘they feared the multitudes 
because they [the multitudes] held him for a prophet.’ 


15. xiii 9-11 тарадддо» йцбіє siç ovvédpta Kai sic ovvaryovyàc 
dapjocobe, koi Ext Пуєрбиар кої оо Або отобђоєобє, Evexev Єцої cic 
роартбрір айтоїс — кой siç порта rà 809) трфто» Set kxupvxOtjvot тд 
єдауубмог — кой бта» &ywou йибс парабіббутес, pH троиериигбїте ті 
Хад 0дүтв ... 

The connexion of verses 9 and 11 is obvious: it is broken by verse 10 
which Luke in his parallel passage (xxi 13, 14) and Matthew in an earlier 
parallel (x 18, 19) entirely omit, while Matthew at this point (xxiv 9) 
transfers the verse to the end of the section (after Mark xiii 13) xoi 
кпрухвіоєто: тобто тд єдагуубмогм тїс Вас№іас̧ би OAN тії oikovuévn 
sig рортбриор TOW Toig Éüvcow, koi тбтє HEE тд TéNog. This Mat- 
thaean paraphrase does probably supply the answer to the two questions 
which suggest themselves about the Marcan parenthesis. In the first place 
it is the words siç papriptov офтоїс which give the cue for the 
parenthetic reference to the preaching of the Gospel to all nations: in the 
second place mpórov is correctly interpreted by Matthew to mean ‘before 
the end come’. 
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16. xiii 14 бтам бё Wyre тд 85Арүда тїс épnuwoews батіукбта mov 
ob Set (6 оРогүгРФООКОР vocírw), тбтє oi ёр TH Tovdaig ... 

An obvious and acknowledged parenthesis, copied by Matthew, 
omitted by Luke. Whether Matthew retained it because he understood 
what it meant, whether Luke omitted it because he saw that it was no 
longer necessary, 1 am not sure: but I am quite sure what Mark meant by 
it. 

In the first place 6 дбгрогусидакам has nothing to do with the Reader, ог 
with any reading of the Gospel in the Christian congregation. It would be 
an anachronism to suppose that the Evangelist contemplated the use of his 
Gospel in public worship: and it is a pure misunderstanding of the mean- 
ing of àrarywóoket to suppose that it excludes private reading. It was 
the custom of the ancients to read aloud to themselves: St Augustine 
relates it of St Ambrose as something unusual that he read to himself, as 
we do, without using his voice. Mark simply means ‘my readers’. 

In the second place уоєїи, as in Rev. xiii 18 6 £xwv роби yydiodtw, 
means Чо read between the lines’, Чо penetrate below the surface’. 
Evangelist and Apocalyptist alike mean something that neither can afford 
to put down in black and white. In both cases there is veiled reference to 
the Roman power, and just as St Paul conceals allusion to empire and 
emperor by employing both masculine and neuter, 6 катбхам and тд 
котёҳор, in 2 Thess. ii 6, 7, so St Mark with a bold disregard of grammar 
writes 70 (86£Avyua ёстукбто because he wants to indicate that Daniel's 
‘abomination of desolation’ has a human reference. Matthew, seeing in 
the capture of the Temple the fulfilment of the prediction, paraphrases 
‘standing in the holy place’: Mark, writing with the prediction still 
unfulfilled — though it is possible that the Jewish war had already broken 
out — reproduces, we may well believe, the very phrase employed by 
Jesus, and adds to it parenthetically his own comment. 

Wellhausen ad loc. goes preposterously wrong. ‘The warning to the 
reader to take note’, he says, ‘fits only with the context of Matthew, 


5 Aug. Confess. мі 3 ‘Sed cum legebat, oculi ducebantur per paginas, et cor 
intellectum rimabatur, uox autem et lingua quiescebant. saepe cum adessemus (non enim 
uetabatur quisquam ingredi aut ei uenientem nuntiari mos erat), sic eum legentem vidimus 
tacite, et aliter numquam; sedentesque in diuturno silentio — quis enim tam intento esse 
oneri auderet? — discedebamus, et coniectabamus eum, paruo ipso tempore quod 
reparandae menti suae nanciscebatur, feriatum ab strepitu causarum alienarum nolle in aliud 
auocari et cauere fortasse ne, auditore suspenso et intento, si qua obscurius posuisset ille 
quem legeret etiam exponere necesse esset aut de aliquibus difficilioribus disceptare 
quaestionibus, atque huic operi temporibus impensis minus quam uellet uoluminum 
euolueret: quamquam et causa seruandae uocis, quae illi facillime obtundebatur, poterat 
esse iustior tacite legendi. quolibet tamen animo id ageret, bono utique ille uir agebat." 
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where express reference is made to Daniel — the reader of Daniel, that is, 
is to note how his prophecy is fulfilled — and has therefore been inserted 
in Mark out of Matthew’. If critics would take a little more trouble to 
master the meaning of the words before them, counsel would less often be 
darkened, and textual problem and Synoptic problem would arrive more 
speedily and surely at solution. Wellhausen’s work is full of acute 
exegesis: but this comment is perverse. 


17. xiv 36 'A8Bà (6 таті). 

So St Paul in Gal. iv 6, Rom. viii 15. The early Church as we know it 
was, as were all the Jews of the Dispersion from Alexandria round to 
Rome, Greek-speaking. But just as Greek survived in the Roman church 
and other Western churches for purposes of worship after it had ceased to 
be the language of ordinary speech — witness the Agios agios agios of 
Saturus’s vision in the Acts of Perpetua — just as Latin has remained the 
liturgical language of south-western Europe, or Old Slavonic of Slav 
Churches, or Coptic of the Monophysite church of Egypt, so Aramaic 
phrases survived in the Greek-speaking churches founded by St Paul. The 
48868 of the Christians of Galatia and Rome, the орд» ёба of the 
Снн of Corinth, are like the Kyrie eleison in the Latin liturgy of to- 
day. 

What then of 6 xarjo? It is the Greek equivalent inserted to explain 
the à88á for those of the congregation who were ignorant of Aramaic. I 
cannot think (with Sanday and Headlam on Rom. viii 15) that we are to 
suppose that our Lord used both words in his prayer — any more than he 
used Greek as well as Aramaic on the other occasions on which St Mark 
records the actual Aramaic (or Hebrew’) words employed by him. ‘O 
Tap, then, is one more of St Mark's parentheses. But it differs from 
his other parentheses in being provided for him, so to say, ready made. It 
was in familiar use — possibly in connexion with the Lord's Prayer — in 
the church of the Apostolic age. But St Mark's testimony is the last that 


6 I do not mean to assert that the Kyrie in the Mass goes back to the second or third 
century, though I am not convinced to the contrary. But there is at any rate some 
probability that the Agios agios agios of Mozarabic and Gallican books is a survival rather 
than a later introduction. 


7 In Mark xv 34 I believe the true text to be that of D k (with some support from 
other Old Latins and B) Asi леї Хар fadOdver CINIY), that is to say, that the 
Evangelist reports our Lord's cry according to the Hebrew of the Psalm and not in Aramaic 
(зара): Matthew substituted the Aramaic, and the Matthaean reading, as so often else- 
where, has ousted the original reading in St Mark. On our Lord’s knowledge of the 
Hebrew Scriptures see Dr Headlam's Life and Teaching of Jesus the Christ pp.107f. 
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we have for it. After the destruction of Jerusalem the Aramaic element in 
Greek-speaking Christianity disappeared. Matthew and Luke agree in 
substituting Патер for the earlier "АВба 6 татр. 


18. xvi 3, 4 кой EXeyor прос &avrác Tic атокиА є: Прі» Tov Мор ёк 
тйс Өбрөєс тоб шртпиєїою; (xai dvaBrAEpaoat 0gcopobaty бт àvakckóN.a Tou 
б Хівос) 1» үйр péyaç афббра. 

I cannot doubt that St Mark’s motive in the words ‘for it was very 
great’ was to account for the anxiety of the women to find help in the 
rolling away of the stone. If it had been a small one, they could have 
rolled it away unaided: as it is, they doubt their own capacity to do so 
without assistance. The parenthesis explains that after all their anxiety 
was unnecessary: the stone had been, not indeed rolled away, but shifted, 
‘rolled a little’ (комовсіс ётеҳортоє торд иёрос, Ev. Petri), sufficiently 
to permit of their entrance. The structure of the sentence closely resem- 
bles that of xii 12, no. 14 supra. 

The detail is so unimportant that it can only have come from the artless 
narrative of one who was relating individual experience. Fortunately per- 
haps for us, the Evangelist was no more given to distinguishing the essen- 
tial and the unessential features of a story than was his informant, and it 
re-appeared untrimmed in his record. Matthew, true to his methods of 
condensation, omits the whole episode of the two verses, though he has 
transferred to his account of the entombment, a few verses higher up, the 
detail that the stone was ‘great’: Luke simply states that the women found 
‘the stone’ rolled away from the sepulchre, but he had said nothing of the 
closing of the tomb and no doubt simply means his readers to understand 
that the normal proceeding had been adopted, and the tomb closed with a 
slab which was now found ‘rolled away’. 


19. xvi 7 єї оте rotg побттоїс abrod кої 70 Петра Sri Пробгүе: tyes 
sic THY TadtAaiav — дкеї айтбр бфеаве — kabàç einer бийр. 

The natural exegesis of these words, if printed without punctuation or 
brackets, is that our Lord had told the disciples that they would see him in 
Galilee. But the Gospel contains no record of any such Saying. Mat- 
thew, therefore, by substituting the first person for the third, sîroy for 
єтєр, changes the sense from a prediction of our Lord's to a statement by 
the angel, ‘You will see him in Galilee: I tell you so categorically’ .® 


8 Hort ad loc. proposes to restore eixey in the text of Matthew. But I think Matthew 
was puzzled by Mark’s statement as he understood it, and deliberately altered it: unless 
indeed he read gixoy in his copy of Mark. In either case, (боб appears to me to exclude 
elxev. It introduces a new speaker. 
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Luke retains the third person; but as his Gospel records appearances of 
the Risen Christ in Jerusalem and its neighbourhood only, he has to con- 
nect Galilee not with the appearances but with the prediction, ‘He spake 
yet being in Galilee’. But St Mark had recorded one prediction by Jesus, 
uttered as recently as the Last Supper (xiv 28), perà Tò гүсрӨ аг ис 
пробёо buds cic T?» ГомАо о», in language of which the angel’s words 
seem an obvious echo, xvi б, 7, їрубрвт ... пробує бийс sic Thy 
ГаМЛаїар ... кас̧ єтєр ўир. Apart from the three intrusive words, 
ékci отд» бфедве, the correspondence is exact. Treat them as a 
parenthesis after the Marcan manner, place them between dashes, and all 
difficulty disappears. 


У - The movements of Jesus and his disciples and the crowd. Ї 


The present instalment of these Notes on Marcan Usage deals with 
what seems to me a singularly interesting feature of the Second Gospel in 
comparison and contrast with the other two Synoptic Gospels, namely the 
position and relative prominence which in the structure of the narrative 
attaches to the disciples or the Twelve. This prominence is not to all 
appearance the result of a conscious attempt on the evangelist's part to 
emphasize it or in any way to advertise it: you might read the Gospel 
superficially without noticing it: but when once attention is drawn to it, it 
is seen to be there, and the natural and obvious explanation is that we 
have before us the experience of a disciple and apostle who tells the story 
from the point of view of an eyewitness and companion, who puts himself 
in the same group as the Master, who distinguishes the group of com- 
panions from the crowd at large. Matthew and Luke are Christian his- 
torians who stand away from the events, and concentrate their narrative 
on the central figure: in contrast with it other contrasts lose something of 
their importance, and on occasion the disciples and the crowd almost melt 
— as they never do in Mark — into one. 

The first and perhaps of all the most significant distinction between the 
three Synoptists in this sphere is the distinction between the use of the 
plural and the singular in the narrative of the movements of Jesus and his 
disciples. Twenty-one instances are enumerated in $ 1 of these notes, in 
which the plural is used by Mark, denoting the coming and going of Jesus 
and his disciples — in fifteen of them the word is £pxeotiat or one of its 
compounds — followed at once by the singular in reference to Jesus 
alone. Obviously it was simpler and saved space to construct the whole 
sentence in the singular, and this is what the other Synoptists, concentrat- 
ing attention on the Master, tend to do: on five occasions both substitute 
the singular for the plural, and on three more occasions Luke does so, 
while Luke five times and Matthew three times omit the whole clause 
containing the plural verb. The net result is that the retention of Mark's 
plural is rare in Matthew, rarer still in Luke. And the scribes of Mark, 
whether affected by the presence of the singular in the Synoptic parallels, 
or influenced independently by the same motives as influenced Matthew 
and Luke, tend themselves too to get rid of the plural: and in one or two 
cases it is not unreasonable to allow "Магсап usage' a decisive voice and 
to accept the plural on what is apparently the weaker body of witness. 

Why then did our earliest Evangelist tell his story in the plural, not 
being himself one of the company who went about with Jesus, save 
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because he is repeating the story of one to whom the plural came natural 
as being himself an actor in the events he relates? ‘We went across, and 
as he left the boat there met him ... ' ‘Next morning after we had left 
Bethany he was hungry ...' "Ме come again to Jerusalem: and as he was 
walking up and down the Temple ..." The mixture of nominatives is less 
glaring between the first person and the third — ‘we’ and ‘he’, instead of 
‘they’ and ‘he’: and that may perhaps be the reason why St Mark so rarely 
writes ‘Jesus’. Peter would be content with ‘He’: there could be no ques- 
tion who was meant.! 

In one passage in particular, i 29, “Шеу left the synagogue and came 
into the house of Simon and Andrew with James and John', the 
hypothesis that the third person plural of Mark represents a first person 
plural of Peter makes what as it stands is a curiously awkward phrase into 
a phrase which is quite easy and coherent. ‘We left the synagogue and 
came into our house with our fellow-disciples James and John. My 
mother-in-law was in bed with fever, and he is told about her ... '? So 
too, i 16, ‘He saw me and Andrew my brother’. 

The usages of which details are given in the other sections of this paper 
are all intended to re-inforce the conclusion that Mark’s story is told as 
from a disciple and companion, while Matthew and Luke are less directly 
interested in that particular point of view. 

In § ii nine passages are enumerated where the sentence begins with a 
singular verb in reference to our Lord and goes on to mention the dis- 
ciples: and more often than not this mention of the disciples falls out in 
one or both of the derivative accounts. 

The passages collected in the following section (§ 3) differ only from 
these by the additional mention of the crowd. They witness to the more 
articulated conceptions of the Second Gospel: in later Gospels the lines 
become a little blurred and indistinct. Out of eleven passages there is 
practically none where something of the Marcan distinction of elements is 
not lost by both the other two evangelists. 

This definite articulation, characteristic of Mark, is further brought out 
with regard to ‘the crowd’, óx^oc, іп $ v. Alone among the three Synop- 


1 Mark very rarely writes 0 "таобс in narrative, not infrequently in the give and take 
of question and answer: though scribes have tried to insert it, e.g. xii 41. Matthew adds 0 
"Incofc not less than some forty times, especially at the beginning of a paragraph. Luke is 
even more sparing than Mark with ó "ооїс, and like Mark, but oftener, makes use of 
abróc, ‘He himself", ‘The Master’, or better still a stressed ‘He’: it is almost equivalent to 
our use of the capital H. 


2 My colleague Mr Brightman points out to me that this suggestion was anticipated by 
Godet: see his Biblical Studies: New Testament ch.i 8 2, p. 24. 
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tists he uses the word only in the singular — the one exception in x 1 
refers to the gathering together of crowds from different quarters — 
because he or his informant visualizes as a single whole the body of 
people who came together to hear Jesus, and according to their numbers 
on each occasion describes them as ‘a crowd’ or ‘a big crowd’ or ‘a con- 
siderable crowd’ or ‘a very big crowd’. Mark never uses the definite arti- 
cle in the nominative, 6 óxXoc, пбіс 6 бхХос (at any rate till the scene 
shifts to Jerusalem), except in relation to an indefinite ‘crowd’ mentioned 
just previously.) They are not a fixed quantity, so to say, not 6 óxAoc 
but óxAoc, a necessary element in the picture but a variable and varying 
one. To the other evangelists, or at any rate to Matthew, they are a 
stereotyped but vague generality, ‘the multitudes’. 

A similar conclusion results from the study of the word à&«oXov6et» іп $ 
vi. In Mark this verb has ordinarily something still about it to suggest the 
literal sense: it is never used of the crowds — as it is in the other Synop- 
tists — but only of the call to *leave all and follow' Jesus. And more sig- 
nificant still are the changes which the two later Synoptists make by intro- 
ducing бїкоХорбейр of the disciples ‘following’ Jesus, where Mark had 
spoken of Jesus and the disciples as a single group; see iv 36, ix 38.* 

Finally, as to the terms used of the disciples themselves, St Mark's 
Gospel reveals its archaic and primitive character by its predominant use 
of the phrase ‘his disciples’ ($ iv below); whereas the other Gospels tend 
to introduce the absolute statement ‘the disciples’, a usage which doubt- 
less goes back to a very early stage in the separate history of the Christian 
Society but does not go back to the time of the Ministry itself. And St 
Mark's Gospel is distinguished again from the other two by its fondness, 
especially in the later chapters, for the phrase oi добеко, which comes to 
all appearance to be practically a synonym, during the last journey to 
Jerusalem and at Jerusalem, for *the disciples’ .5 


35 OxXoc in iii 20 (but note óxAoc N* C with М-Н margin) would refer to the 
т\ўбос хоћб of iii 8: in ix 25 (but again бхХос N^ В D A) to the було тоХбу of іх 14: 
хбс̧ б бхХос (бхлос D*) ii 13 to the тоХлої of ii 2 and the бй тд» було» of ii 4: тас 0 
бхХос of iv 1 b to óxXoc яХеїдтос earlier in the same verse, and in ix 15 to бхХоу тоћбр of 
їх 14. In xv 8 D a k give, for Яке crowd', *the whole crowd'. In oblique cases the article 
is of course essential, and implies nothing as between булос and б бхАос: e.g. іп ii 4 бий 
тбу бҳћоу was the only possible phrase, just like ‘because of the crowd’ in English. You 
could not say бі бхХоР, ‘because of a crowd’. 


4 Of the crowd Matt. iv 25, viii 1, xii 15, xiv 13, xix 2, xx 29; Lk. vii 9, ix 11: and 
of the disciples Matt. viii 23, Lk. ix 49, xxii 39. 
Sin Note УШ (pr.) below I examine the theory urged by Eduard Meyer in his impor- 


tant work Ursprung und Anfänge des Christentums that oi wadntod (айтої) and oi d0deKa 
indicate two separate sources employed by St Mark. As far as I can see at present, this 
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i. The impersonal plural, followed by the singular.} 


1. 121 кої cioxopeiovra: sic Кафарраюби. кой sidic¢ тоїс oá aot 
дбібаєкер cig THY ovvaryoryv. 

The plural is found in all authorities save fam. 1 Origen and a very few 
others (om. syr-sin). Matthew omits the notice entirely: Luke gives the 
singular; but as the call of the first disciples comes at a later point in his 
story, he was naturally bound to do so. 

2. i 29, 30 xoi єйбіс ёк rfjg ovvaywyiis ё&є№Әбитєс̧ HOov sic THY 
oikiay Lipwvos ... кої єйвйс Aévyovotw айті ... 

&EeMórreg ... вом КА CLA Vulg. with М-Н text: B D W Ө fam. 
1, fam. 13 and the Old Latins and Armenian é£eA6àv ... \Өєр: syr-sin 
combines the two readings ‘and he went forth ... and they came’, and so | 
‘et protinus egrediens de synagoga uenerunt': а and the Sahidic are defec- 
tive. Matthew and Luke both have the singular. It is so much more 
probable that the singular would have been substituted for the plural by 
scribes of Mark than vice versa, that, in spite of the strong authority for 
гЕсХдфу» ...7Абеу, І can feel little doubt that W-H are right in putting the 
plural in their text.Ó 

3. v 1,2 каї Abov sic тд TÉpav ... Kai éteA0óvrog офто ёк Tod 
Troiov єйвіс 077) тэ) 66) avr ... 

їАвеи С L W A etc. syr-sin. Matthew omits the first clause altogether: 
Luke has the plural with Mark. External authority and intrinsic 
probability combined are decisive for Або». 

4. v 38 кої &рҳортои siç тду оїкоу тод Gpxicvvaryaryov: Kal Bewpet 
O6pvBor ... 

&Epxovrat R A B C D 1 33, the better half of Old Latin MSS (b e i) 
Vulg. and Sahidic: ёрхєтоц L W Ө a c ff arm: def. syr-sin. Matthew and 
Luke both substitute the singular. There is no doubt about the reading in 
Mark: exactly the same instinct which actuated the other two Synoptists 
accounts for the reading of the minority. 

5. vi 53, 54 кої биатераасртєс вті Tijv гүй» Або» siç Геуупааріт koi 
Tpoowppiobnoay. koi é£eX0óvrov айтбу ёк Tod TXoíov єйвйс émvyvóvrec 
айтдр ... 


theory has no adequate basis at all. 


б In Mk. ii 13 8* gives 2 ХОР for &\0єу: but though it may conceivably be right, 
the authority is too slight to justify the inclusion of the passage in this list. 
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Luke is now defective: Matthew retains the first plurals, 
бістербаутес Abov, but drops the other two as superfluous detail." 

6. viii 22 кої čpxovrar siç Byfooióár. кой óépovow avrà ... 

Ёрхогтоц КО B C D L W A Ө fam. 13 Latins Sahidic Armenian: 
Єруєто: N* А syr-sin etc. Again no doubt at all: but again we note the 
persistent inclination by some or other witnesses to substitute the 
singular. There are no Synoptic parallels. 

7. ix 14, 15 кой 2Х0бутес трдс тоёс шавттас slov OxAov поХди ... кої 
єйвіс тас 0 óxXoc іббртєс айтби ёЁсӨад тоор. 

2№Өбитєс̧ ... cidov X В L W А К sah arm: 2Хдйр ... бє A C D Ө and 
all Latins except k, etc.: syr-sin, as in no 2, gives a conflate reading 
‘when he came to his disciples, they saw by them a great multitude’. 
Both Matthew and Luke keep the plural of Mark, though Matthew, as on 
some other occasions, omits all mention of the multitude. There are only 
eight witnesses (or nine, if we count syr-sin) for the plural in Mark, but 
their quality makes up for their quantity. Note that k is the only MS of 
the Westerns (in the literal sense) in the group: it preserves on not a few 
Occasions a purer text than D. 

8. ix 30 кдкєї де» 2ЕсХдбитєс порєторєйорто бий Tfjg ГаМміХаїос, кої 
ойк 7)0єХєр tva тїс "yvot. 

This time there is no variation in our witnesses, and Matthew, too, 
retains the plural: Luke omits the whole clause, perhaps because he is 
going a few verses later to introduce his special story of the ascent to 
Jerusalem. 

9. ix 33 кої Хдбор cic Кофоруооби” кой £v rh oixig yevdpevoc 
ётпрото QÙTOÚÇ ... 

Abov К B D М fam. 1 the best Old Latins (а b i k) with Vulgate and 
Sahidic: Айс A С L A Ө etc. Matthew and Luke both omit the details 
of the arrival at Capernaum and entry into the house. Once more there is 
no doubt about the reading. 

10. x 32 joav 82 èv ті) 069 dvaBaivortes tig "lepooóAvpo, кой Hv 
тробуаи айтойс б "Їтадис ... кої TapadaBav TáNw тойс бодека ... 

The form of the sentence precluded any temptation to scribes of Mark 
to evade the plural: but Matthew changes dvaBaivovtes to ара ойрыг 
and goes straight on with tapé\aBev тойс баодбека, while Luke omits 
everything which precedes тороо». Thus in both of them the plural 
entirely disappears. 


7 From vii 24 to vii 37 — the visit to Tyre, and return from Tyre to the sea of Galilee 
— the story is told throughout in the singular. May not our Lord have made this excursion 
alone and unaccompanied? 
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11. x 46 кої Épxovrot cig ‘leperyad. кої éxropevopevov ойто? Órmó 
‘Tepetx@ ... 

Ёрхєтсои D with most of the Old Latins (but not с k) syr-sin and Origen. 
Matthew keeps the plural: Luke replaces the plural by the singular. 

12. хі 1 каї бте £yyífovot» sic "IepooóNvpa ... атоотбхХАєг ббо THY 
редут» офтоў. 

A very limited group, D and the Old Latins (with the exception of а), 
substitutes the singular, at the same time changing the present to a past 
tense: k, for the first time since it has come to our assistance (from no. 7 
onwards), deserts the plural. As in no. 11, Matthew retains the plural, 
while Luke gives ij yto£v. 

13. xi 11 xoi сіоїАдог sic "єросбхури siç тд iepóv. каї 
тєр 8Хефадерос тарта ... 

Here I read the plural with a very small group, © і (cum introissent) К 
(et introiuerunt): syr-sin as in nos. 2 and 7, combines plural and singular 
‘and they entered Jerusalem, and he entered the Temple’. All our other 
authorities, with Matthew and Luke, have the singular. But on the 
strength of ‘Marcan usage’, I venture to believe that the three authorities 
which give the plural are right. 

14. xi 12 кої тӯ ётойрго» é£eX0óvrov айтор dnd BnOaviac étsivacey. 

The only recalcitrant witnesses here are D b c ff — not however a d i 
k. Thus the older Old Latins go with our Greek authorities: the 
ungrammatical &£eA6órra of D, where d has cum exissent, may safely be 
neglected. Matthew has the singular: Luke has no parallel. 

15. xi 15 xoi Épxorrot siç ‘Tepooddvpa. кої шосХдФР tig TO ієрби 
9рЁато &ёк3&Х\&> ... 

The singular is only offered by D (again against its Latin column 
intrauerunt) b i and syr-sin. Matthew and Luke both omit the first clause, 
and therewith the plural, entirely. 

16. xi 19, 20, 21 é£eopeóorro Sw тйс пбАєшс" кой тароторсибиеро: 
троў sidov THY avi] ... koi ёроштодгіс б Петрос № үс афт ... 

2Ёсторсбогто А В W A Y 124 565 c d arm W-H text: дбЕєторєйсто the 
rest (with O k sah syr-sin). There is no parallel in the other Synoptists to 
account for the singular: and as таралторгбоисуог (дор is quite certain, it 
is just possible that ££ezopeborro is а scribal assimilation to this follow- 
ing plural, and that 2Еєторейсто is original here. Decision is therefore 
less easy than usual. 

17. xi 27 xoi Épxorrot wá siç ЧТєрообАФиа. кої év TQ iepQ 
терітатодитос афтод ... 
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Épxerot only D with all the older Old Latins (b e ff i k) except а: com- 
pare no.12 above. Matthew has the singular: Luke omits the first phrase, 
and so retains only the singular. 

18. xiv 18 каї бараксцёрор adrav кої 200:6Ртор ò "Iqaotc? cime» ... 

Matthew retains (omitting дракєцібрши кой), Luke puts брётсоєр 
(singular) into a previous verse, and thus gets rid again of the plural. 

19. xiv 22 каї ёо0:бртор афти Хафоу &prov ... 

Matthew retains plural and singular: Luke again omits the phrase con- 
taining the plural. 

20. xiv 26, 27 xoi byrvücavreg 88 Хдор ... кої Аёүс: сфтойс 6 
"Тоос ... 

Matthew again retains unchanged: Luke again omits йцийсартєс and, 
instead of ‘they went out’, writes ‘he went out and they followed’. 

21. хім 32 кої Ёрхолтоц siç Tò хоро об Td буора TeOonpavei: кої 
Хбуєг тоїс џоабттоїс avrod ... 

No variation in the text of Mark: but both Matthew and Luke change 
plural into singular. 

Of the fourteen passages where our authorities differ, B is right in 12, 
R in 11, W in 10, 0 in 9, sah in 11, а in 8, d in 8: k in six out of nine 
where it is extant. D and syr.sin have the worst record: on three occa- 
sions running, 14 15 16, d is right where D is wrong. 


ii. The singular followed by mention of the disciples (or the Twelve) 


1. і 35, 36 кої трос Evvvxa Nav йраотдс &fjNOev ... кої KaTEdiwkey 
отд» Lipwy кої оі per ойтод. They are not yet ‘the disciples’, still less 
‘the Twelve’, but ‘Simon and his companions’. Peter takes the first place 
— or it was Peter who told the story, ‘I and my companions’. There is no 
parallel in Matthew, while in Luke (iv 42) oi було: take the place of 
Liwy koi ої per’ офтоб. 

2. ii 15 xoi yiverou катакеїовой сйтду èv Th oikig оўтой, кої TONNO 
TEA@vaL каї брартоћої ovvavékeuro TH "доб кої тоёс робттоїс оўтой. 

Matthew repeats Mark’s statement: Luke omits the mention of the dis- 
ciples. 

3. ii 23 Kai éyéveto айтду ... тараторсбеобоц бий TOY oTopipwr, кої 
oi до тай айтод parro ... 

The mention of the disciples at this point is necessary to the story, and 
is repeated by both the other Synoptists. 


35'Inooüc is omitted by a e ff syr-sin, and the place of the words varies in our other 
authorities. 
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4. iii 7 кої 6 'Inootc uerà TOY paPnTaY ойто? dvexapnoer ... 

It is Matthew on this occasion who omits mention of the disciples, 
while Luke follows Mark by retaining it. 

5. vi 1 кої &&NOev дкеївсу кої Ёрхетоц siç тїр потрібо афтод кої 
&koAXovOobot» сайті оі padynTal ойтой. 

Matthew is wholly silent about the disciples here, because they play no 
part in the episode. Luke too, omits them, and necessarily, for he trans- 
fers this visit to Nazareth to a point in his history (iv 16) before the cali 
of any of the disciples. 

6. уш 27 кої éEqNOev 6 "Iqaog кої oi робттої ойто? sig тас крос 
Katoapias тйс Ф:М№Мттор. 

The question to the disciples ‘Whom do men say that I am?’ is of 
course an integral part of this story, and all three Evangelists mention 
them in that connexion: but in the introductory phrase Matthew drops the 
allusion to them. 

7. х 13 каї mpooédepov сайті radian ... ої 68 panra дптетіфлаа у 
айтоїс. . 

The rebuke by the disciples being necessary to the episode, it is 
retained by both the derivative accounts. 

8. хім 12, 13 каї ті) проти йибра TOv О(биоРр ... NEyovety сайті oi 
робттої айтої" Iob бЄХєєс ётећбитєс̧ ётоибсоцер ... 

Strictly speaking, this passage does not fulfil the requirement of 
singular before plural: but I include it here for purposes of comparison 
with St Luke, for it illustrates again the underlying principle that Mark 
tells the story from the point of view of the disciples. While Matthew 
exactly reproduces, Luke omits the initiative of the disciples, and writes 
(xxii 7, 8) Aber бё ў ўиёра TOv @{брор ... кой ётёотећєи ... 

9. xiv 17 каї dias yevouérqc Ёрхєтси uerà rv бізбекої ... 

The other two Synoptists agree, save that for ‘the Twelve’ Matthew 
substitutes ‘the twelve disciples’, Luke ‘the apostles’. 

These variations are instructive. Mark uses oi dédexa ten times: iii 14, 
16 éxoinoev [тойс] dadexa, iv 10 oi тєрї отд» оўу» Toig бадека, vi 7 
Tpookarsitat тойс dHdexa, іх 35 кавідос édavnoey тойс dadexa, x 32 
тараав» mad тойс Sadexa, xi 11 2 Хбєр cig BynOaviavy peta тр 
dddexa, xiv 10 Тойбос Токор: 6 cic Tv ддбеко, xiv 17 (the passage 
under discussion), xiv 20 eic тёр dadexar 0 EuBaTTépevos uer! боб, xiv 


є 


43 naparyiverou 6 "оббає, sig тбу бобека — and only once 9 o 


in Mark ій 14 the words оїс каї à&vooróXovc шибиоаєу, in spite of the strong 
authority for them (К B A O 28 Ferrar group sah), are in my judgement nothing but an 
insertion borrowed from Lk. vi 13. They are omitted by Tischendorf with A D L W 1 33 
all latins (O.L. and Vulg) syr-sin arm. 
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ФтботоХог, and that on the special occasion when they returned from the 
Missionary Journey, vi 30, where the noun corresponds to the ijp£aoro 
афтойс азгоот ХХ 600 ӧбо of vi 7 (cf. iii 15, of the purpose of the call 
of the Twelve, о атоотбАХр афтойс курбооси ... ): neither oi dadexa 
побттаі nor оі бобєка ámóoroNor, occurs in his Gospel. In other words 
ФтботоХос has not lost with him its original sense of ‘missionary’, and 
there were other qualified ‘missionaries’ in the early Church besides the 
Twelve, while oi боёвко ‘the Twelve’ is the special phrase which in the 
latter part of his Gospel (side by side with oi оттой афтод) denotes the 
small company of those whom the Master had singled out for closest 
intimacy and training as his representatives. Here the Pauline epistles are 
the best commentary on Marcan usage. St Paul does not use оі dHdeKxa 
himself: but we find the phrase in the Creed-summary of 1 Cor. xv 5, 
which he had ‘received’ from, and shared with, those who were in Christ 
before him. Similarly St Paul recognizes the original sense of бтботоћос̧ 
as а ‘missionary’ ‘one formally sent’ (2 Cor. viii 23, Phil. ii 25), and can 
even write, in the additions which he makes in 1 Cor. xv 6-8 to the 
inherited Creed-form, тоїс атоотбАогс тш (verse 7) in contrast to тоёс 
dadexa of verse 5. 

On the other hand Matthew never uses the phrase oí dad5exa (save in the 
phrase cic ràv ӧӧбєко xxvi 14 = Mk. xiv 10, and xxvi 47 = Mk. xiv 
43), but always oi 606єко: набутої, Matt. x 1, xi 1, xx 17 19, xxvi 20, ог 
oi боёско, йпботоћ№г, Matt. x 2: in Matt. x 5 robrovc тойс бабекос may 
seem an exception, but it takes up oi dwdexa атботоХог of verse 2. That 
is to say, though Matthew can say eig тОр бібеко ог oror oi б0бєко, he 
never says oi dwdexa simpliciter. Like Mark, he only uses дя батолос 
once, but it is significant that on that one occasion (x 2) it is in reference 
to the call of ‘the twelve apostles’: cf. Rev. xxi 14 ‘the twelve apostles of 
the Lamb'. 

Luke does not share Matthew’s avoidance of the phrase ‘the Twelve’: 
Lk. viii 1, ix 1 !!, ix 12, xviii 31, xxii 3, xxii 47. But he is the first 
evangelist to introduce, as an alternative to 'the disciples' or *the Twelve' 
the additional phrase ‘the Apostles’ — which in the Acts he uses of course 
quite regularly and consistently — Lk. ix 10 | = Mk. vi 30], xvii 5, xxii 


ос бібека радутас В С W 28 33 Ferrar group latins (O.L. and Vulg.) sah and 


W-H margin. The authority would be preponderant, even without the argument from Mat- 


thaean usage. Omission of дебтт@с is due to the influence of the parallel texts in Luke and 
Mark. 


1 There is good, and perhaps sufficient, authority for adding йтодтбхоцс, К CL Ө 
33 Ferrar group a c e Vulg. 
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14, xxiv 10. Like Matthew, but unlike Mark, he uses the noun ‘apostles’ 
in connexion with the Calling of the Twelve, vi 13. 

Our passage, Mk. xiv 17 = Matt. xxvi 20 = Lk. xxii 14, is therefore 
of special interest as indicating characteristic usages of the three Synop- 
tists, oi dw@dexa, oi базбєко шовттог, оі ATÓSTONOL. 


iii. The Lord, the disciples, and the multitude. 


1. iii 9 кой sîrs» rot; иабугойс ойтой iva wAoukpioy троокортер1) 
офт@ бий тор ОхХоР, {ра pH OX Bwor abróv. 

Mention of the disciples at this moment disappears entirely from Mat- 
thew and Luke. It had, in fact, no point save as a personal reminiscence. 

2. iv 1, 2, 10 кой ovveryeta прос отд» буХос тАс0тос ...каї пбіс б 
бхХос трдс тїр 0áAaccar ётї тйс Ys сар. кой édidaoxev айтодс би 
Topoflokotg тоХХАФ ... кої Ste бубуєто xarà брас, йротам abrov oi 
тері abtov о?» тоїс дадеко тас парабоХхас. 

Here in Mark we have four elements, the Lord, the Twelve, Ше dis- 
ciples outside the Twelve, and lastly the multitude. The intermediate ele- 
ments distinguished by Mark — the Twelve are now a group by them- 
selves among the disciples, but they are not yet isolated into a separate 
company — are massed together both by Matthew (‘the disciples’) and 
Luke (‘his disciples’). All three share mention of the ‘crowd’, but Luke 
suppresses all details, and even in Matthew the detail disappears that the 
crowd was unusually big, тАєїдтос. "OxXot тоХХОС is a sort of standing 
phrase with him (Matt. iv 25, viii 1, xiii 2 [our passage], xv 30, xix 2), 
though he does employ 6 пАєїдтос бхХос in xxi 8. 

3. iv 34 ywpic бё тарабоміїс ойк EXGXEL айтоїс, кат (бїар 68 тоїс 
ібіоіс pabyTaic ёл Ху таута. 

Luke is not parallel here: Matthew retains the first ог negative part of 
the sentence and caps it with a prophecy (Ps. Ixxviii [Ixxvii] 2), but says 
nothing of the interpretation to the disciples. 

4. iv 35, 36 xoi Аёүг. айтоїс ... АМХбидар sic тд тёре. каї 
@фёртєс̧ Tov ÓXAov тароХарагооаш офтду cx hv бу TQ TAoiw. 

Both Matthew and Luke are silent as to the action of the disciples; 
&pévreç and торахоцбдроуду alike disappear. In Luke the ‘crowd’ 
drops out as well. 

5. vii 17 кої öre «го Хдєр siç [тӧр] oixov &só тод Sxdov, етпротам 
айтбь oi ивбтүтай отой Tfj» тарабомир. 
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We have reached the long lacuna in Luke: Matthew, who has inserted 
additional matter since the mention of the summoning of the crowd (Mk. 
vii 14 = Matt. xv 10) has no place here for the crowd, and loses the char- 
acteristic Marcan contrast of буХос and podyrai. 

6. УШ 1 тах» woddod буМою бутос xoi ph бубртар ті фвгүшсш, 
Tpookadeoapevos тойс pabnTas NEéyet айтоїс ... 

There is, as before, no Luke: Matthew retains the substance, but by 
compressing misses Mark’s juxtaposition of ‘crowd’ and ‘disciples’. 

7. viii 9, 10 сор 62 фо тєтракохОчог Kai &méXvaev айтойс. "koi 
єйвіс &uBas Гайтіс) eic Tò TAotov perà TAY иобуүтдр adTod АӨ... 

Matthew for the rest copies Mark meticulously, but he omits the dis- 
ciples altogether and emphasizes his concentration on the Lord and the 
multitude by repeating the noun бхХос (тоёс бхХорс for афтойс). 

8. viii 34 кої mpooxadreodpevos тд» бхАо> оўу Toig џабттаїс ойтой 
вітеу афтойс ... 

Мак 8 characteristic combination of the crowd and the disciples fails 
as usual to find full echo in the other two Synoptists: for Matthew here 
omits the crowd, and Luke groups both elements together under the com- 
mon heading me&vrac. 

9. ix 14 каї 23Аббитес трдс тойс pabnTac sidov ёҳ№о» тоду тєрї 
айтобс ... 

Mark is careful to note that Jesus, who had selected three of the dis- 
ciples to accompany him on the Mount of the Transfiguration, now once 
more reunited the company. That does not in itself interest the other 
Synoptists: both of them note the crowd, neither of them says anything at 
this stage of the disciples. 

10. x 46 xoi éxropevopévov ойто? amd 'lepetxo кої төр шавутбу офтоб 
кої OxXov ixavod ... 

Matthew (xx 29) avoids the separate mention of ‘disciples’ by the use 
of the plural participle éxaopsvopévwy офто», and connects the ‘crowd’ 
by the expedient of his favourite word &xodovbéw.'2 Luke concentrates 
attention on the principal actors, Jesus and the blind beggar, leaves out 
the disciples altogether, but skilfully introduces the crowd when the blind 
man hears it passing by. 

11. xii 41-43 xoi кобісас̧ катбрарті тод үа{офићокіоо 20сфрєс THs д 
бхХос BadAEL хо\кду ... Kai ENModoa pia хро ттох”) &Воћер ... кой 
троокоХеофиєрос тойс padyTas оўтой єітер ... 


120n àxoXov6str see below. 
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Matthew omits the whole story. Luke tells it without any specific 
reference to the disciples. 


iv. ‘His disciples’ ‘the disciples’ (oi ис той отой, oi padntai). t 


Very early in the history of the Christian Society, шабвттіс, oi 
робттої, became the regular term for an individual follower of Jesus of 
Nazareth or for the members of the Society generally: and it is so used 
throughout the Acts. It is earlier than the word ‘Christian’, which, being 
of Latin or Greek coinage, belongs only to the period when Christianity 
began to establish itself in Gentile centres: Acts xi 26 éyévero ... 
Xenpation протос ёр "Avtioxsi тос uo8nTàg Хрідтиаройс. As con- 
trasted with ‘Nazarene’, it is the term which the followers of Jesus used 
of themselves, while to the Jews they were ‘the Nazarenes’, Acts xxiv 5 
Tporoorárgr тїїс TOv Май: woatwr!3 сйрёовос. 

But originally, when ‘disciples’ collected first round Jesus of Nazareth, 
his were not the only disciples. There were ‘disciples of John’, there 
were ‘disciples of the Pharisees’, Mk. ii 18, Lk. v 33, vii 18, хі 1, Jo. i 
35, Ш 25; and therefore the followers of Jesus in his Ministry were not 
‘the disciples’ but ‘his disciples’, not of ис тай but of џобутої одтой. 

This was of course the phraseology of the Jews!*: ‘Why are the dis- 
ciples of John and the disciples of the Pharisees fasting, but thy disciples 
are not fasting?’ ‘Why do not thy disciples walk according to the tradi- 
tion of the elders?’ ‘I said to thy disciples that they should cast it out’; 
МК. ii 18, vii 5, ix 18. It is that of Jesus himself: ‘Where is the guest- 
chamber where I may eat the passover with my disciples?" (Mk. xiv 14 
and parallels): ‘he cannot be my disciple,’ Lk. xiv 26. But it also the 
phraseology of the earliest stratum of the evangelic narrative. Mark 
writes of робтої офто? some thirty-two times out of about forty: Luke 
has oi uo09Toi отой rather oftener than oi pady7ai, of which the first 
independent occurrence is Lk. ix 18: Matthew too, though his divergence 


13 айарадос is the only form known to Matthew, John, and Acts: Natapnvé¢ the 
only form in Mark: Luke in his Gospel uses Маартибс іу 34 ( = Mk. i 24), Natwpaiocg 
xviii 37 ( = М№оќортибс̧ Mark x 47), while in xxiv 19 the authorities are divided between 
the two forms. As we know, Natapnvé¢ Nazarenus was the form which established itself 
in Greek and Latin usage. It looks as though Мафороїос was the word used in the early 
period in Jewish circles, in place of which Mark, writing for Roman and Gentile readers, 
substituted the form intelligible to them. 


1454 is hardly credible that Matthew can have made Jews say (xxvii 64) to Pilate ‘lest 
the disciples come and steal him away’, in spite of К В (unsupported indeed here by any 
other authorities), Tischendorf and W-H text, though not their margin; and we must 
certainly read with all other witnesses oi цавттаї abtod. 
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from Marcan usage is much greater, uses оі исбутой айтод consistently 
until Matt. xiii 10: and even in the latest of the Gospels oi paéntai 
without отой is not found in St John till xi 7. That is to say, at one end 
of the evangelic tradition St Mark’s Gospel distinguishes itself by its close 
adherence to the archaic phrase, at the other St Matthew’s is the only 
Gospel where oi pabnrai without орто? becomes preponderant, especially 
in the nominative (Matt. xiii 10, xiv 15, 19 (bis), 22, xv 12, 33, 36 (bis), 
ху! 5, xvii 6, 10, 13, 19, хуш 1, xix 10, 13, 25, xxi 6, 20, xxiv 3, xxvi 
8, 17, 35, 56). 

It may be worth while just to examine the few exceptions in St Mark, 
for some of them are not really exceptions at all. 

iv 34 кат ібіар бё Toig (бїс podntaic éméAvev торта. Неге 
obviously ібіогс takes the place of ойто. 

vi 41 éóíóov тоїс pabntaic. In the middle of the story of the Feeding 
of the Five Thousand, the full phrase occurring just before, vi 35, and 
just after, vi 45. 

viii 1. pookoAeoóuevog Tob; иабуүтас. Add probably офтой with A 
В W 6 sah syr-sin (African Latin is defective). 

ix 14 2Х0бутєс прос тойс uo0nrác. Here the omission of ойтой is 
really natural, because three of the apostles were already with our Lord. 

X 10, 13 are certainly exceptions to the ordinary usage. Like the other 
evangelists, Mark it would seem tired of the repetition of ойтой. Perhaps 
we may also take into account the consideration that oi исбэ)тай at this 
point of the Gospel has become simply equivalent to *the Twelve': Mark 
would never have written, like Luke at the Entry into Jerusalem (xix 37), 
&nrav тд п\00с̧ TOv цабттби. 

X 24 oi бё дабутай may simply take up roig ua8570íc ойтой of verse 
23: but some good authorities actually add айтої, D Ө 1 Old Latins 
(including k). 

xiv 16 2Е Хбор ої pabyTai koi їАвор. Not ‘the disciples’ generally, 
but the two particular disciples who had been commissioned for the pur- 
pose. 
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у. ‘The crowd’, or ‘the multitudes’. + 


ÜxXoc (бхХо is found thirty-seven times in Mark, forty-eight times in 
Matthew, thirty-nine times in Luke. Allowing for the relative lengths of 
the three Gospels, the preponderance is clearly with Mark. Thus in the 
story of Jairus's daughter he uses óxAog five times (v 21-31): ‘a big 
crowd gathered', *a big crowd followed', the woman 'came in the 
crowd’, Jesus ‘turned about in the crowd’, the disciples remonstrate ‘You 
see the crowd, and yet ... ' Luke reduces the five occasions to three, 
Matthew (whose compression of the whole episode is unusual even for 
him) has the word only once. 

In Mark the noun is with one exception used in the singular: the crowd 
is visualized as one, and an ascending scale of adjectives тоАфс, ixavéc, 
тАєїстос, defines on occasion its size. The single exception, x 1 
соРторсбогтон, та» бхХог, perhaps emphasizes the numbers who col- 
lected from different directions on the journey through Peraea, where our 
Lord was known by report but not personally. Matthew, on the other 
hand, prefers the vaguer and more general plural (thirty-one plural to 
seventeen singular): Luke uses both indifferently. 

Of Mark’s adjectives тоХбс is of course the commonest, ‘a big crowd’ 
(v 21, 24, vi 34, viii 1, ix 14). Matthew, too, has both óxAoc толАйс and, 
more commonly, було woAdoi. Luke like Mark prefers the singular, 
having було. тоХХої only with а avr-verb (v 15 сор рхоуто, xiv 25 | = 
apparently Mk. x 1] оуреторєборто). 

Mark has once 6 тоХОс бхХос, xii 37, where the rendering ‘the com- 
mon people heard him gladly’ (A.V.) is probably just what Mark 
meant. 15 

пХеїстос бхХос once, iv 1, with X B C L A : Matthew once (xxi 8) 6 
т\єїотос̧ буЛос. 

бхХос ікамбс once, х 46. It is a favourite epithet with Luke, and he 
employs it with буЛос Lk. vii 12, Acts хі 24, 26, xix 26. 

T&c 6 бхХос ii 13, iv 1, ix 15, xi 18. Matt. xiii 2 ( = Mk. iv 1), Lk. 
vi 19, xiii 17. Note the idiom by which this phrase governs a plural verb, 
MK. iv 1 joav X B C L A Ө 33 d, ix 15 іббутєс 2Ес0йр8увар X BC DL 
W A (Ө ide ёёсдбиВтоор) fam. 1 and fam. 13, 28, 33, a b c d ff ilósah 


151,8. quote ò Хейс 6 хоХбс from Lucian Rhet. Praec. 17. 


l6y ug. codd. opt. (A F H* Y St Gall) ‘stupefactus est expauerunt'. That is to say, 
either St Jerome had not made up his mind between the two alternatives, or more probably 
he meant to correct the O.L. expauerunt into the singular stupefactus est, and his 
amanuensis failed to make his intention clear. 
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syr-sin, xi 18 2ЁстХдоооуто & A c sah syr-sin, Lk. vi I9N BL W b e (1) 
vulg. sah: 1.e. Mark 2 (3) out of 4, Luke 1 out of 2. 

For other instances of the same idiom see iii 7, 8 кої тоді тАдбос ...17 
тХіївос TONS, àkobovreg боо noist, Або» прос айтби : and perhaps xv 
1 where I suspect that a stop should be put after ypappaTéwy, and a fresh 
clause begin кої 6Aov 70 avvéðpiov Shoavres tov ‘тооду ат Рсүкар. 
Luke can use буЛос or тАїдос of disciples (Lk. vi 17, xix 37): Mark 
never does. 'Disciples' are always to Mark a limited company. 


vi. The word Чо follow’, &koXovOsiv. t 


"АкоХоцвеїи has of course in all the Gospels the possibility of а meta- 
phorical or spiritual sense, in which the literal sense tends almost to be 
forgotten. Instances in St Mark are the call of the apostles Simon and 
Andrew і 18, the call of the rich young man x 21, the summons of Jesus 
to all who would ‘follow him’ that they should take up the cross viii 34, 
the profession of St Peter that he and his fellow-apostles had Чей all and 
followed him' x 28. 

But the notable points about the ‘Marcan usage’ of &xoXovOetv appear 
to be (i) that the literal sense is in some passages obviously the only one; 
(1) that it is not obscurely present in the background in the instances of 
the metaphorical use — ‘to follow about’; (iii) that, with one possible 
exception in the earlier half of the Gospel, it is not used in narrative of or 
to the apostles, who did not ‘follow’ but rather accompanied their Master. 

(i) In v 24 ‘a big crowd followed’ Jesus: followed in the literal sense, 
and when the woman came in the crowd and touched him, she was 
behind, блиоӨв». In xi 9 part of the crowd ‘goes in front’, the other part 
‘follows behind’, оі пробуортєс кої ої дкоћоџбодитєс̧. In xiv 54 Peter 
*followed a long way behind' to the high priest's residence. The verb is 
once used of the apostles on the journey to Jerusalem, x 32, and there 
anything but a literal meaning is excluded. Jesus went on ahead, the dis- 
ciples *followed' at a distance, and then he took them up again into his 
company: ооу ди Tfj 660 ... koi Ди профуєи афтойс д "таобс ... 01 бё 
акоХообод»тес ёфоВодрто` koi TaparaBwy т@Мм» тойс баобеко ... That is 


17 уохоббуасу (ау) in the editions is I think ап insertion from Matthew iv 25 (хїї 


15): see below. But even if it is genuine, some of the oldest authorities who give the word 
(К C, followed by Tischendorf) give it in the plural. Luke, who is fond of тАўбос, rarely 
uses the plural with it (Lk. xix 37), though on two occasions he appears to combine plural 
and singular, Lk. xxiii 1 кої бРаотй» Grav тб яХАд бос сайту yayov афтду éxt Tov 
ПегАйтор, Acts xxi 36 їкоХобде: тд тХівос TOD Хаод xpátorrec. 
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to say, their normal position was at his side, he in the midst of them: it 
was exceptional that they should be behind him. 

(ii) Even in the metaphorical use of ‘following’ Christ as his disciple, 
the literal sense is often, in St Mark, not far off. When Simon and 
Andrew are called to ‘follow’ in i 18, the parallel phrase in i 20 of James 
and John is дп Авом піди отой. If in viii 34 07106) pov àkoXovOciv (Ск 
D W O ab i, against X B c k syr-sin ózíoc pov éX0civ with Matthew) is 
taken as the true text, Mark preserves an indication of the literal meaning 
in 67iow pov. When Bartimaeus was healed of his blindness at the gates 
of Jericho, x 52, a similar touch of the literal sense is given in the addi- 
tion ‘on the road’, áv£GAeyer Kai коХоёбес aùr бу тії 060, а touch 
omitted by both Matthew and Luke. Negatively it is most instructive to 
note that Mark never uses àxoAov0Éw in the intermediate sense of the 
crowds ‘following’ Jesus, more or less as his disciples: for in iii 7 the 
word їкоХообд цор (or їкоХоб0т) оо) or ?koXoó8 ov» — the very variations 
in form, and in the position of the word in the verse, are suspicious) is 
derived from Matt. iv 25 (xii 15) and is omitted by D 28 124 Old Latins 
and syr-sin. [t was borrowed to ease the construction of the lengthy 
sentence. On the other hand, Matthew regularly uses dxoAov@ety of the 
multitudes, iv 25, viii 1, (xii 15), xiv 13, xix 2, xx 29; Luke preserves 
something of the literal sense, vii 9, ix 11, xxiii 29. 

(iii) As has been said above, Mark avoids the word &xoAovety in rela- 
tion to the apostolic company throughout the latter part of the Gospel: the 
disciples who were with Jesus were by that time not merely his followers 
but his companions and friends. 'AxoXovOcir is in fact only used twice of 
the disciples: in ii 15, on the first mention of џобттаї, we are told that 
they were now many, and that they were beginning to ‘follow him about’, 
ўса» yap ToXXoí, koi її коХоббоор aùr; and in vi 1 Jesus ёрхєтоц eig тй» 
татріба abtod каї бко\оубоўау ойт®@ оі робттої оўтой — though I do 
not feel sure that we should not rather here interpret literally, in the sense 
that they ‘followed’ at an interval. However that may be, certain it is that 
in the Gospel as a whole the disciples and their Master are treated as a 
unit much more definitely than in the other two Synoptists. Mk. iv 36 
illustrates this in comparison with Matthew, Mk. ix 38 in comparison 
with Luke. 

In iv 36 it is the disciples who leave (or dismiss) the crowd and take up 
Jesus into their boat, adévrec тд» ÜxXov rapaXapg(9ávovow офтду (the 
same verb as in x 33, ‘take into company with them") фс ўи ди TQ тХобу. 
Matthew on the other hand makes Jesus himself dismiss the multitudes, 
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xiii 36 ёфеїс тойс ёх\оыс̧,18 and the disciples follow him into the boat, 
viii 23 ёрдВарт: афто cic TAotov HKodobbnoav ойто oi иод той. avrod. 
And in ix 38 Mark writes that John said ‘Master, we saw a man who does 
not follow us casting out devils in thy name, and we forbade him, because 
he does not follow us'!?: but Luke (ix 49) does not like this identification 
of the ‘following’ of the disciples with the ‘following’ of Jesus, and sub- 
stitutes цев' ўро» ‘follow with us’. Similar, though in itself less sig- 
nificant, is the change from Mk. xiv 26 биуддартєс é& Gov into Lk. xxii 
39 &&edOwv бпторейвт ... ђколоббтсар 68 ойт koi oi padynTai. 

Note finally in illustration of St Mark’s consistent use of йкоЛоцвеїи 
that, though it is never used of the apostles (or at any rate never after vi 
1), it is used of the holy women in xv 41. While all the apostles ‘left him 
and fled’ (xiv 50), there were women watching the Crucifixion from afar, 
who ‘when he was in Galilee used to follow him about and minister to 
him’. Their ‘following’ belonged, that is, to the Galilean period of the 
Ministry: they had not been in his company on the long circuitous journey 
up to Jerusalem: but they had doubtless come up to the feast in the hope 
or expectation of seeing him again. 


18 Though Huck in his Synopsis does not so print it, it is clear that, as Matt. xiii 34, 
35 depends оп МК. iv 33, 34, so this opening phrase of Matt. xiii 36 depends on the open- 
ing phrase of Mk. iv 36. 


19 The variations of reading in this verse are puzzling (though in itself the repetition 
of the words ойк бїкоХообеС Шу is quite after Marcan usage), but they do not affect the 
substantial point, which is that Mark writes ‘follow us’. That is certain, in spite of the 
defection of D a k sah. 


VI - The use of numbers іп St Mark's Gospel. 


It my firm conviction that the Mark which lay before the later Synop- 
tists, St Matthew and St Luke, was no other than the Mark which we pos- 
sess. Abstraction has indeed to be made of various readings which in the 
natural course of transmission by scribes may have crept into the text of 
Mark between its original publication and the particular copies which, ten 
or twenty years later, lay before the other two evangelists: or again it is 
conceivable (though not very probable) that the true reading of Mark 
might in individual cases survive only in Matthew, or in Luke, or in Mat- 
thew and Luke, and have been lost in all the direct tradition of manu- 
scripts and versions. But various readings are one thing, recensions are 
another. And the evidence for an Ur-Marcus — that is to say, for an 
original Mark of which the Gospel we have is a recension or new edition 
— crumbles on examination into nothing. 

In the book which is the starting-point of all detailed criticism of the 
Synoptic problem, Sir John Hawkins’s Horae Synopticae (ed. 2p. 152) 
this conclusion is nearly but not quite reached. ‘The Petrine source used 
by the two later Synoptists was not an Ur-Marcus, but St Mark’s Gospel 
almost as we have it now. Almost; but not quite. For instance, a later 
editor's hand is very probably to be seen іп ... ' and Sir John proceeds to 
enumerate nine passages. Now of these nine, three are cases of large 
numbers, 2,000 (v 13), 200 (vi 37), 300 (xiv 5), all three omitted by both 
Matthew and Luke, two of them found in St John: and it seems to be sug- 
gested that these two may owe their place in our present Mark to the 
influence of the ‘Johannine tradition’ .! 

Therefore it may be useful, so far as these three passages are con- 
cerned, to lay the ghost once for all, and to show that it is Marcan usage 
to note numbers, and Matthaean and Lucan usage to tend to omit them. 
As we should expect, there is no universal rule to be laid down: some- 
times both the two later evangelists retain the detail, but sometimes one 
omits, sometimes the other, and sometimes both. It is entirely in line 
with what happens in similar cases that there should be a proportion of 


1 1 should reverse the argument, and see here proof of the dependence of the Fourth 
Gospel upon the Second: the numbers are not the only points of contact, and on Sir John’s 
argument cyopdowpey and фогуєїи (vi 37 = Jo. мі 5), &véreoar and бибрес (vi 40, 44 = 
Jo. vi 10) ought all to have come into Mark from the ‘Johannine tradition’. It must always 
be borne in mind that for fifty years after its composition St Mark’s Gospel was the 
standard source of the evangelic history. Not only Matthew and Luke but John and 
Pseudo-Peter as well depend on him. 
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instances in which their observed habit of omission of numbers should 
lead both to omit on the same occasion. 

That Mark is fond of numerals is then a matter of fact which this instal- 
ment of my Notes is intended to prove: and if it is proved, the presump- 
tion is that the three doubtful or disputed numbers are genuine also.? But 
that is only one side of the argument. The other side is that the natural 
tendency of an educated writer of ancient times would be to omit num- 
bers. For that assertion I am glad to be able to base myself on the 
testimony of Pére Hippolyte Delehaye, written down without any 
reference to the Gospels but therefore the more impartial (I have quoted it 
once in print, but it will bear quoting again): ‘Les procédés de la 
rhétorique des anciens les amenaient à ne point multiplier les noms de 
personnes et de lieux, à éviter de donner des chiffres exacts'.? Persons, 
places, numbers: Mark is no rhetorician and is full of all three, Matthew 
and Luke are in nearer touch with the literary habits and presuppositions 
of their time, and tend, irregularly no doubt and so in a sense capri- 
ciously, to improve on their exemplar by omitting them. 


There are certain numbers which refer to significant periods or events 
of our Lord's life, and these naturally recur in the other Synoptic 
Gospels: 

1. Mark і 13 the ‘forty days’ of the Temptation: Luke iv 1, 2, Matt. iv 
2 (Matthew, however, makes it ‘forty days and forty nights’ of fasting). 

2. Mark viii 31, ix 31, x 34, the prophecies of the Resurrection “айег 
three days': Matthew and Luke, however (with the Creed-form of St Paul 
1 Cor. xv 4), prefer the phrase "оп the third day', Matt. xvi 21, xvii 23, 
xx 19, Luke ix 22 (in ix 44, parallel to Mark ix 31, he omits all details), 
xviii 33; just as the printed texts make them, save in Luke xviii 33, prefer 
дуєрвійрог (éyepOjoerou) to Mark's &vaorhvet (&vaaráacra).^ 

3. Mark ix 5, the ‘three tabernacles’ of the Transfiguration, is repeated 
in Matt. xvii 4, Luke ix 33. 

There are also certain numbers which enhance the wonder of the 
miracles wrought by Christ, and probably for that reason, are retained by 
Matthew and Luke: 


2 | venture here to cite the final sentence of а letter from Sir John Hawkins to myself 
(under date June 1, 1920): ‘What you say about Mark’s constant fondness for numerals is a 
weighty argument for the genuineness of the 200 and 300 and 2,000 about which I was 
doubtful’. 


3 Saint Martin et Sulpice Sévére p. 82 (Analecta Bollandiana vol. xxxviii, 1920). 


4 B in Matthew 73 gives @рРоотўавто. And D latt. in Matt. Уз give or represent uer 
треїс йибрас. 
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4. Mark у 25 the woman who had had ‘an issue of blood twelve years’: 
repeated in Matt. ix 20, Luke viii 43. 

5. Mark vi 38, 41, 43, 44: viii 2, 5, 6, 8, 9: viii 19, 20. The two 
accounts of the feeding of the multitude, and the summary reference to 
them by Christ, are incorporated by Matthew without the omission of any 
of the numbers which point either to the size of the multitudes (five thou- 
sand; four thousand), their long fast on the second occasion (three days), 
the small amount of provision (five loaves and two fishes; seven loaves 
and a few tiny fishes) and the large amount that remained over (twelve 
Kégtvot; seven omupidec): indeed he adds on each occasion that the num- 
bers of the multitude exclude ‘women and children’. Luke of course has 
only the first account of the feeding: but there he, like Matthew, repeats 
the five loaves and two fishes, the twelve basketsful, and the five thou- 
sand ‘men’. 

6. The references to ‘the Twelve’, common in St Mark (iii 14, [15], iv 
10, vi 7, ix 35, x 32, xi 11, xiv 10, 17, 20, 43), are rarer in Matthew and 
Luke, and form a transitional use to their treatment of other numbers 
given in St Mark. As I discussed this point fully in the last instalment of 
Notes on Marcan usage (V ii), no more need to be said here than that 
Matthew never says ої біобека but only cic тё» бабка (twice), ойто oi 
wska (once), oi dadexa pantai (four times), oi бобека дпботоћ№: 
(once), while Luke has oi бодбєко five times, oi атботоХос four times — 
in Luke ix 1 it is not certain whether we should read ‘the Twelve’ or ‘the 
twelve apostles’. In any case ‘the Twelve’ is characteristically Marcan. 

From this point onwards I record Mark’s mention of figures in the 
order in which they are found in his Gospel, including two instances (8, 
28: iv 4-8, xiii 35) which illustrate his passion for precision though no 
actual figures are given. 

7. 11 3 пораћотікдр aipduevoy 0тд тесабрар. Omitted by both Mat- 
thew and Luke, who doubtless considered that it was sufficient to say that 
the paralytic was brought ‘on a bed’. 

8. iv 4-8 б иёр Exeoev Tapa тїр 000” ... кої бАХО Exeoev ёт тд 
тєтр@ёєс ... Kai бАХд TEGEN sig тас бк@рбос ... Kai &\Aa йтеаєр cig 
THY суди Ti)» ко Айр... кой Epepev eic трийкорта кої cic é£jkovra Kai eic 
бкатбу. Mark, that is, is careful to make a parallelism between three 
classes of seed that did not germinate at all, and three that did — that is 
the meaning of the change from singular to plural — producing respec- 


5 Presumably because Mark vi 44 (cf. John. vi 10) speaks of жертакіахімої бубрес. 
In Matt. xvi 9, 10 the precise numbers of the кбфио( and офирббес are omitted. 
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tively thirtyfold, sixtyfold, and a hundredfold. Both Matthew and Luke 
miss the parallelism, and the one gives the plural all through, the other 
the singular, so that in both the implication is that only one class out of 
four came to any good, an implication that is definitely absent from St 
Mark’s account. 

9. iv 8, 20 eic трійкорта Kai sic &EQKovTa xoi cig бкатби ... èv 
трійкорта Kai бу ёёўкорта Kai èv éxatév.© Matt. xiii 8, 23, retains the 
numbers on both occasions, though on both he inverts their order, ‘a hun- 
dred’, ‘sixty’, ‘thirty’: Luke drops all distinction between the three num- 
bers, giving in the parable only ‘a hundredfold’ and no number at all in 
the interpretation, viii 8, 15. 

10. v 11, 13 дубу хоро» peyadry ... с биохОмог, "а great herd of 
swine ... about two thousand’. The number disappears from both the 
other accounts, Matthew being content with &y£X хоёроо» to`y, Luke 
similarly with дү) хоро» ixavay. Probably both of them — Luke at 
any rate — felt that the figure might be thought exaggerated. In fact all 
Mark’s larger cyphers are dropped (apart from those of the miracles of 
Feeding, see 5 above), such as the 200 dnvapia of 14, vi 37, or the 300 
of 30, xiv 5, and it is only the smaller ones that have a chance of surviv- 
ing. 

11. v 42. ўр yàp éràv бобека, of the daughter of Jairus. Luke retains 
the note, but transfers it to the beginning of the story (viii 42), adding 
that she was an only daughter, @vyarnp povoyeric. Matthew who 
reduces the whole episode, like the preceding episode of the demoniac, to 
the smallest possible compass, omits. 

12. vi 7 9рёаото айтодс ётостёћ№ир 600 600. Both Matthew and Luke 
omit the ‘two and two’: Luke, however, has an equivalent statement in 
his record of the Mission of the Seventy (or Seventy-two) x 1 á&méore(Aev 
афтойс биб бо, and it might be thought that he has simply transferred it 
from the one place to the other. But it would seem that it was our Lord's 
constant habit to send his disciples in pairs: see 22 (xi 1) and 31 (xiv 13) 
below, and compare the lists of the Twelve in Matt. x 2, Acts i 13. The 
balance of probability suggests therefore that Luke derived his бий ӧбо of 
the Seventy from his special source at that place: there are other instances 
where he suppresses in what he borrows from Mark features which he 
retains in non-Marcan portions of his Gospel. If Dr Streeter is right in 
his thesis that Luke came across Mark's Gospel when he had already com- 
posed the first draft of his own, it is not really surprising that in order to 


6 On the reading and interpretation of etc, ev in these verses, see Note III (9). 
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provide room for the new material he had to make excisions on a rather 
drastic scale. Опе may go further and conjecture that, just because 
Mark's non-literary Greek offered so many stumbling-blocks to his sense 
of style, he treated it throughout in a more ruthless temper and altered 
things that in a source presenting fewer solecisms he might have let pass. 

13. vi 9 ph диуббатове 600 уітбрас. The detail goes to heighten the 
ascetic character impressed by our Lord on the preparations for the Mis- 
sionary journey of the Twelve: and Matthew and Luke, who emphasize 
this aspect to a still further point than Mark — they agree, according to 
the critical texts, in refusing the staff which Mark allows? — naturally 
repeat it. 

14. vi 37 ámeM0órvrec &yopáowpev Syvapiwv Staxociwy йртоцс; ‘Are 
we to go and spend ten pounds on bread for them?' The naive question of 
the disciples seemed a reflection on their faith, and the whole clause dis- 
appears in both Matthew and Luke. But the Fourth Evangelist (Jo. vi 7) 
took it over from Mark , turning it into a statement of fact ‘Ten pounds’ 
worth of loaves would not be enough', and putting it into the mouth of 
Philip. Compare the case of the three hundred бтийрих, 30 below. 

15. vi 40 xarà бкатду Kai катй mevrükovra. Matthew omits entirely: 
Luke characteristically omits the higher number and contents himself (ix 
14) with ava mevrýkovraæa. It is curious that in the story of Obadiah's 
hiding the prophets ‘by fifties’ in the cave, 3 Reg. xviii 4, 13, verse 4 
gives the xarà mevrýkovræ of Mark, verse 13 the бий mevrýkovra of 
Luke. 

16. vi 48 тєр! тетбртпу фомакйди тйс vwkróg. Matthew keeps the 
phrase: Lucan parallels fail us till chapter ix of Mark, but see below on 
no. 28. 

17. viii 14 ci рӯ Eva &prov. ‘They had forgotten to bring loaves, and 
had not more than one loaf with them in the boat.' As so often in the case 
of Mark's dittographies, Matthew is content with one half of the double 
phrase, and omits the ‘one loaf’. 

18. ix 2 perà їиёрас ЕЕ, ‘five days after’ [1.e. after the Great Confes- 
sion of viii 29] ‘Jesus takes with him Peter and James and John’. Mat- 
thew retains the precise date: Luke ix 28 turns it into a round number, 
‘about а week’, дов! їиёроц Окто. 

19. ix 43, 45 тас бйо хєїрас ... тоёс ùo пббас. There is no parallel 
in Luke: in Matthew’s abbreviated account (xviii 8) the numerals remain, 


7 There is some authority in both Matt. х 10 and Luke ix 3 for páßôovç in place of 
pa&Pdov. In Luke it is quite inadequate: but in Matthew it includes С L W A а k and may 
possibly be right. 
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the articles disappear; Mark’s phrase, however, is good Greek for ‘your 
two hands’, ‘your two feet’. 

20. x 30 ёкатортатХао(оуа viv ду TQ Kaip@ тобто. To the other two 
Synoptists the phrase had a touch of exaggeration about it, and Matthew 
(хіх 29) reduces it to aoAAamAagiova, Luke (хуш 30) to 
ёптатћосіоро.% 

21. x 35, 41 oi úo ... ої ббка. The reading ої ёйо is опу given by В 
С 579 and the Egyptian versions: but it is in accordance with ‘Marcan 
usage’, and oi бо ... oi ббка, ‘the two ... the ten’, mutually support one 
another. There is no Lucan parallel: Matthew has ‘the ten’, but has only 
‘the sons of Zebedee’ without ‘two’. 

22. xi 1 ёлоот ХХ: 560 тёр иобтүтОР отой. So Matthew and Luke: 
but contrast Matthew in no. 31. As I have suggested on no. 12 above, it 
seems to have been our Lord’s regular custom to send out his disciples in 
pairs. 

23. xii 20, 21 éxrà ddeddol даг кої 6 трОтос HaBev yuvaixa 
...каї 0 бабтерос КХабер ...кої Ó трітос Фаоабтос̧` кої ot ёттй ойк 
дф ко» сотёриа. The numerals are ап integral element of the point of the 
problem put to our Lord, and so both the other accounts retain them all. 

[24]. xii 42 pia хўра птохі EBader ... Matthew omits the episode: 
Luke substitutes туб xýpav тємхрау. 1 have put this instance in brack- 
ets, because Luke clearly regarded pio not as the numeral but as in effect 
the indefinite article: and in this I believe he interpreted Mark correctly. 
Mark’s style is so naMve that it is not probable that he meant to 
emphasize any contrast between zroAdoi тХобого, and pia ттоҳў, any 
more than between pic хўра and Хетто 50o. There were ‘plenty of rich 
people’, and then there was ‘a poor widow’. Mark is fond of gic 
(generally with a following genitive 9), and Luke almost invariably 
changes it to лс. Just as in late Latin and in the Romance languages, so 
in Greek also (in the кот and in modern Greek), the place of ап 
indefinite article came gradually to be supplied by the numeral ‘one’. 


8 1 follow Burkitt (Gospel History and its Transmission р. 50) in reading ‘sevenfold’ 
in Luke with D Old Latins (including St Cyprian and Jovinian) and perhaps the Diates- 
saron. St Jerome adv. Jovin. ii 19, 26 asserted that Jovinian, for reading septies, ‘aut fal- 
sarii aut imperitiae reum teneri*: the question now is whether the tables should not be 
turned. 


9 In two or three cases Mark has eic £x, ix 17 eic ёк тоб було», xiv 18 eig & ùu, 
and according to some authorities in xiv 20 cic [ёк] ти ӧббєко. I think this is one of 
Mark's latinisms: and as unus ex (de) is the only possible rendering in Latin of ele with a 
following genitive, it is futile of editors to cite the Latins, where ёк is doubtful in the 
Greek. 
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25. xii 42 SGadev Авттё 600, б боті кобрартпс. Luke xxi 2 keeps 
the ‘two mites’ (omitting Mark’s parenthetical explanation for his Roman 
readers, ‘which are a farthing’), because the story turns on it. 

[26]. xiii 2 каї бий тріду їисрб» бАХОс avaoricetat бус xeuGv. А 
‘Western’ reading of D W and O.L., depending on xiv 58 xv 29: hardly 
genuine, or why should both Matthew and Luke have omitted it? 

27. xiii 27 ётиоруаёс: ... ёк TOv тєвоброыг &vépwv. The ‘four winds’ 
are simply a variation of the proverbial ‘four quarters’ of the earth, north, 
south, east and west. The phrase is taken from Zach. ії 6 (10) and is 
copied by Matthew xxiv 31: Luke omits the whole verse. 

28. xiii 35 її yè Ñ исдоийктио» ў &AsKropodwriag ў прої. A popular 
way of representing the four watches (cf.‘the fourth watch’, по. 16 
above), into which Roman usage divided the twelve hours of the night, so 
as to secure that no guard should be on watch for more than three hours: 
Vegetius de re militari p. 83, quoted by Blass (I owe the ref. to Swete ad 
loc.) on Acts xii 4. Matthew omits the details: when Luke writes (xii 38) 
*whether in the second or in the third watch', he may be meaning to sug- 
gest the two central watches, i.e. the darkest hours, or he may be 
reproducing the Jewish terminology of three watches, the second being 
фићакђ шбот (Judges vii 19), the third флок mpata (Ps. сххїх [cxxx] 
6). 

29. xiv 1 qj» 58 тд тбоҳа кої rà борог perà 560 йибрас. Matthew 
retains the phrase: Luke paraphrases with #yyifer. If perà треїс ўрёрос̧ 
means — see Field's admirable note on Matt. xvi 21 — nothing else than 
Th трїтү hepa, i.e. as we should say ‘after two days’, it follows that 
peta ббо ти расс must be equivalent to тй óevrépe ўиќра (if that phrase 
were used), and mean 'next day'. The only exact parallel appears to be 
Hosea vi 2 фбүйов: йибіє peta ббо тиёрас, ди Th Пибра тії трітр 
&арастуобреба (quoted by Tertullian adv. Marcionem iv 43); for if, as 
Field assumes, the healing and the rising up refer to successive days, 
peta бо ўиёрос must there again mean ‘next day’. I do not feel entirely 
clear about this: but there is no real doubt as to the day of the week which 
Mark intends in this passage to identify. For in verse 12 the day before 
the Crucifixion, that is the Thursday, is called ‘the first day of unleavened 
bread, when they sacrificed the Passover’: by Roman reckoning the lambs 
were slain on the same day that they were eaten, and on that day the 
leavened bread would be cleared away and unleavened bread substituted, 
and it is Roman reckoning which Mark follows — by Jewish reckoning 
the lambs were slain on the afternoon of the 13th Nisan, and, a new day 
beginning at sunset, they were eaten on the evening of the 14th. But if 
the events of Thursday commence with xiv 12, then xiv 1-11 are the 
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events of Wednesday at latest. But of Wednesday too at earliest, if tradi- 
tion following the Fourth Gospel rightly places the Triumphal Entry on 
Palm Sunday: for xi 12 refers then to the morning of Monday, and xi 20 
to the morning of Tuesday. The new day of xiv 1 can therefore only be 
Wednesday. 

30. xiv 5  б0Рато тобто TÒ брому xpabijvar éexdvw Synvapiwv 
Tptaxooiwv. The figure was large, £12 or so, and no doubt seemed 
exaggerated: Matthew omits it, and there is nothing to correspond to it in 
Luke’s account of an anointing (vii 36-50). But the Fourth Gospel (John 
xii 5) — just as with the 200 ôņvápia at the Feeding of the multitude, 
no.14 above — follows Mark and retains it. 

31. xiv 13 алоотбАХе: 500 TOv џабттд» сйтоб. Mark once more 
notes (see nos. 12 and 22 above) that disciples were sent in pairs: Mat- 
thew, as in no. 12, omits, Luke xxii 8, presumably from independent 
knowledge, inserts the names, Peter and John. 

[32]. xiv 20 ó гибаттбиеуос pet’ род sic тд Ev тоббХор. So В С"? 
Ө 565: the rest omit ev, and I think it may represent a marginal variant ду 
for cic (from Matthew xxvi 23 ёр тф труибіц). Therefore I have put it 
within brackets, for in that case it has no bearing on our problem, not 
being a numeral. But if £y is right, Matthew omits it: Luke has nothing 
strictly parallel. 

33. xiv 30, 68, 72a, 72b (the two cock-crowings and three denials) 
сїиєро» тойт ті) рикті прі» 1j бїс ОХёктора ówvfjoat тріс uc дтаруйої 
.. каї 28 Аар ÉEw sig тд троабміом [xoi ОХёктор дфартаєи) ...каї 
=000с̧ ёк Óósvrépov GAEKTWP édovnocv: Kal àvejuríjo0« ó Петрос тд ppa 
...67t Пріи &déxropa біс $wvífoot тріс pe бфтаридат. Admittedly all 
three Synoptists record a triple denial: admittedly Mark, and Mark only, 
speaks of a second cock-crowing. But so strong was the reciprocal 
influence exerted by the later accounts on the text of Mark that not many 
authorities in St Mark other than the Syrian recension (the Textus 
Receptus) give all four references to the second crowing, and one first 
class authority, Х (with 579 and c) omits it on all four occasions. (1) 
Verse 30: от бїс X С" DW 579 а с ffi К arm aeth. (2) verse 68: от кої 
àAékrop éóávqocy X BL W 9" 579 c syr-sin sah. (3) verse 72a: om ёк 
ócvrépov X L 579 с. (4) verse 72b: om біс R С" WA E 579 c aeth. Our 
best authorities (B D the chief Old Latins syr-sin sah) all give three out of 
the four references: but they differ as to the one they omit, for B syr-sin 
sah have the first, third, and fourth, D and the Old Latins give the sec- 
ond, third, and fourth. Thus the third and fourth references are above 
cavil: the first is implied by the fourth, and it is further an observed 
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rulel? that scribes are more prone to the influence of their prejudices — іп 
this case to the influence of the parallel accounts — on a first occasion, 
but defer to the authority of their exemplar if the reading they have 
tampered with recurs once again or oftener: only about the second can 
there be any doubt. Here N B omit, and Westcott and Hort do not even 
give кой ОХёктор ёфӧрпоєр a place in the margin. Tischendorf, against К 
B, puts the words in the text, and I am sure he is right. The evidence of Х 
L W 579 c — five witnesses for omission out of the nine — is nearly 
worthless, since they omit on one or more of the other occasions: the 
documents of the Sahidic version are divided, see Horner ad loc.: so that 
B У" syr-sin are the only unimpeachable authorities for omission. But it 
must not be forgotten that the influence of the parallel accounts, in the 
case of a complete statement like кої &Xékrop 2фадууоср, which could be 
simply dropped without apparent injury to the context, would be powerful 
for omission. And if ever internal evidence is allowed the decisive word, 
it guarantees (as I think) the genuineness of the phrase in dispute. I can- 
not believe that any other than the Evangelist put in the dramatic touch 
which is needed for the development of the story. 

34. xiv 41 кої Ёрхатси тӧ Tpírov. Mark does not mention that our 
Lord went away and prayed a third time, though of course he implies it; 
but because his story is told, here as elsewhere, from the point of view of 
the disciples’ experience he does mention his third coming to the dis- 
ciples. Matthew xxvi 44 fills up what Mark implies, and transfers ‘the 
third time’ to Christ's prayer. Luke omits the repeated coming and 
going, and concentrates the whole story into one withdrawal and one 
return. 

35. xiv 58 ўкобсарєу одтой Хбуортос бт. "Eye катабда Tov voor 
тоўтоу Tov хецотоїтторг кої бий триби Чиєріор ОХХОР &xetporoinTov 
ойкобои 00, and ху 29 Odd 6 катаХбоР Tov коди Kai oixodouav [èr] 
Tpwoiv ўиёроцс (cf. xiii 2, по. 26 above, if the reading were genuine). 
Matthew retains, both at the trial and at the Crucifixion, doubtless 
because of the reference to the Resurrection: Luke omits the whole 
episode of the ‘false witness’. 

36. xv 1, 25, 33, 34 poi ovpBoddAov то саутес ...qv 68 дра тріті 
кой EoTatipwoar сйтбу ...каї үсроџ&ис̧ брас Exrys акбтос &yévero бф' 
бХ тїр уди бос брас várs. кой тў evan бра é&Bdnoev Тоос 
$ovfi неубАр. Only Mark enumerates the synchronisms of all the four 


10 See Wordsworth in the Epilogus to the Vulgate Gospels, p. 727 ‘saepe enim 
scribae quod primo loco pro mendo habebant, secundo pro nero agnoscunt’. 
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watches of Good Friday: both Matthew and Luke omit the notice of the 
third hour.!! 


Of these thirty cases (nos. 7 to 36) I put aside three, nos. 24, 26, and 
32: there remain twenty-seven. Three times only out of this total, 13, 22, 
23, do both Matthew and Luke retain the numbers; but in order to be 
scrupulously fair I add on the same side the three occasions on which 
Matthew retains when there is no Lucan parallel, 16, 19, 27, and the one 
occasion where Luke retains when there is no Matthaean parallel, 25. 
Against these we have to set seven passages where both omit numbers, 7, 
(8), 10, 12, 14, 33, 36, and one where both bring the number down, 20, 
as well as three passages where Matthew omits but there is no parallel in 
Luke, 17, 21, 30. In the nine remaining instances one or other of the 
later Synoptists fails to reproduce the precision of Mark: in four, 11, 15, 
28, 31, Matthew omits while Luke retains, in four more, 9, 29, 34, 35, 
Luke omits while Matthew retains, and in one, 18, Luke changes a 
precise number to a round one. 

That is to say, it is more common for both of them to omit than for 
both of them to retain a number given in Mark: and it is vastly more com- 
mon (about three times in four) for one or other of them to omit a number 
than for both of them to retain it. 

This clear and decisive result (as I think) tallies with a feature noticed 
in the last section of the Notes on Marcan usage (V), namely the ascend- 
ing scale of adjectives with which Mark is careful on different occasions 
to estimate the size of the crowd. 


As a result of our enquiry, it is not too much to say that the suggestion 
that some of the numbers in Mark are not original because both Matthew 
and Luke omit them cannot maintain itself in face of the argument from 
Marcan usage. One more nail has been driven into the coffin of that old 
acquaintance of our youth, Ur-Marcus. He did enough harm in his time, 
but he is dead and gone: let no attempts be made to disinter his skeleton. 


11 The Fourth Gospel has 79 62 тро xviii 28, Spa ўр c Exry хіх 14, but I forbear 
to discuss the difficulty here 


VII - Particles 
(1) "Orc. interrogative. і 


1. й 7 біаХоуєібиємо èv тойс карбісис abràv "Ort обтос обтос 
Aaet; BAaodypet. 

Matthew gives simply оётос ВХаєфтиєї, and so probably read бт: in 
Mark, understanding it as=‘that’. So В Ө and W-H margin: ті the rest. 

2. й 16 Ә\вүо» Toig иобїтойс ойто "Оті perà тор TENovGv Kai 
&puoproNov obiet; 

ті бт, А С A etc., біб ті X D W with Matthew and Luke. Both these 
readings are obvious attempts to get rid of the difficulty of 67: interroga- 
tive. The modern editors give бті. 

3. мій 12 кої ОраотсуйЁас TQ трейнаті ойто? Хуг: "Ort ў yeveà 
abr» {тє onpeiov; 

So C, and Origen. Selecta іп Ezech. хім 20! (Delarue iii p. 429) 6 
Кбриос би TO korà Морком єфагууєМіа “Ort й yeved avr апуєїом 
éni{nret; The rest have ті. Matthew and Luke both make it a statement, 
not a question, and if they drew on Mark must have read бт: but if, as is 
probable, they drew here from Q, no argument of course can be drawn 
from their phraseology. 

4. ix 11 кої дтпротиам айтди Хбуортес "Ort Aéyovow oi урошратеї с 
бт, 'HAeíav det éXOeiv трОтоу: 

The Ferrar group for бт substitutes пас ойу: the Ethiopic omits. The 
Old Latin MSS vary between quare, quid, quia, but all imply бл. Mat- 
thew has ті 009: 

5. ix 28 oi џабптої abro) кат (бар ёппофтор отбу "Оті йиєїс ойк 
76vrjgünper éxGoXety айтб; 

Matthew has бё ті (Luke has no parallel), and бё ті is read in Mark 
by A D and others, while a few authorities have бт. dua ті and a few ті 
ёт.. There can be no doubt that бт. is original in Mark. 

Here are three certain cases of бт. as the direct interrogative, and two 
more probable ones — probable because in each case there are two good 
authorities in support, and the tendency to get rid of the construction was 
50 obvious (neither Matthew nor Luke ever accepts it), and the change so 
easy, that I have no hesitation in accepting the evidence of B O and C 
Origen respectively on those two occasions. 

I add two instances of what I take to be a similar employment of 67: as 
the indirect interrogative in Mark. 


lin Nouum Testamentum S. Irenaei р. сіххій (on Rom. iv 3) the reference is 
wrongly given as xv 20. 
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6. viii 16, 17 xai  бисХоүбСоРто трдс G&AAHAOUG бт. ApTous ойк Exovorv; 
Kai yvotc Хбуєі афтоїс Tí dtadoyileode бт Gprovc ойк ExeTE; 

I think this means ‘they discussed with another why they had no 
loaves’: after биоХоү {одон we expect a reference to the question dis- 
cussed. Matthew, who dislikes (as we have seen) бт. interrogativum, has 
to insert Aéyorreg to make it бт recitativum. 

7. xiv 60 xai àvaaràc ó бруієрейс cic péoov éxnpwrnoev Tov ‘соду 
Хбуши Ойк бїтокрёир obdév бті oUroí Gov катарорторойош: 

"Оті is read by L W Y and (according to Buttmann’s edition of B and 
Huck’s Synopsis 2) by B also. It is supported by the Latins a c ff k q 
Vulg., who make no break after obóéy but construct the whole of the high 
priest’s words as one question and not two. In that case ёт: can only be 
the indirect interrogative. 

Now бт. as indirect interrogative can be supported by good classical 
authority, as Field shews (Notes on the Translation of N.T. p. 33) on 
Mark ix 11; and therefore the last two passages are only cited here to 
shew that the construction was familiar to, and used by, Mark. It is 
otherwise with the direct interrogative: and the Revised Version makes a 
bold attempt to get rid of it, in the three passages (2, 4, 5 above) where 
external evidence compels us to read бті, by translating ёт: ‘that’. It 
needs only to cite their renderings to shew their futility.? 

2. п 16 ‘The scribes of the Pharisees ... said unto his disciples He 
eateth and drinketh with publicans and sinners’. 

4. ix 11 ‘And they asked him, saying, The scribes say that Elijah must 
first come'. 

5, іх 28 ‘His disciples asked him privately, saying, We could not cast 
it out’. 

Of these three renderings in the text of R.V. (there is a relative return 
to sanity in the margin in each case) the first makes just tolerable sense, 
the other two are quite impossible, ог in Field's language ‘simply 
intolerable'. Classical prepossessions must be frankly thrown overboard 
when they lead us to such an impasse. Even if no authority could be 
found outside St Mark for the direct interrogative use of бт, Field is 
certainly right that 'these two instances, occurring in the same chapter of 


2 ү have taken the opportunity to verify the point by reference to the photographic 
edition of cod. Vaticanus: the reading бт. is quite clear, and Tischendorf is wrong (how 
rarely, all things considered, that happens!) in omitting its testimony. W-H read ті in the 
text, бт. in the margin. 


З It should be noted that all three passages are rightly punctuated as interrogative in 
Westcott and Hort. 
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St Mark, must be held mutually to support and sanction each other’. [Cf. 
A. T. Robertson Grammar of the Greek N.T. p. 729, J. H. Moulton 
Prolegomena p. 941. 3.] 

But it is the main object of this instalment of my Notes to produce out- 
side authority. The first of the following citations comes from Field. 
LXX. 1 Chron. xvii 6 ci Ха Аби £Xá&Aq0a прос шо» ФоАбур той Тарайл 
тоб тоору Tov adv pov Aéywv "Оті ойк фкобошікатб рог otkov 
кббрірор: So both A.V. and R.V. ‘Why ... °, so too Lagarde’s Lucianic 
text, Aux ті... ; So Tischendorf's LXX: and it can only be considered 
another freak of judgement if the Cambridge small LXX text prints Aéyor 
бт, Ойк ... 


1. Hermas Similitudes 


Of the four passages which follow the first two are from the printed 
texts, the last two depend on the testimony of the newly discovered 
papyrus (said to be of the third century) belonging to the University of 
Ann Arbor, Michigan. I am indebted to the generosity of Prof. Campbell 
Bonner of that University, who is in charge of the publication of the text, 
for my knowledge of the readings of this most important witness: in his 
article in the Harvard Theological Review for April 1925 he has himself 
called attention to the passage where the interrogative бт. is direct, Sim. 
VIII 6. 2. 

Sim. П 10 uoáptot oi ... avvtévreg бт Tapa Tod kvpíov mXovrí[ovrot. 
In the Palatine version 'felices qui ... sentiunt. quomodo a domino 
locupletantur': though the older ‘vulgate’ version mistranslates it ‘sentiunt 
se locupletari' . 

Sim. V 6.4 бт, 68 б кйріос сбибоїхом EraBe Tv viðv ойто кой тойс 
&vdéEous фуублоцс ... бкорс: rightly rendered by both Latin versions 
‘quare autem dominus in consilio adhibuerit (‘in consilium adhibuit? Pal.) 
filium honestosque nuntios ... audi". * 

Sim. VIII 1.4 (according to the new papyrus) адфёс 66, pnoi, távra 
ns, кої бплавуаєтої ao, бт. ёот{›. Latin versions ‘exspecta et [+ ‘cum 
uniuersa uideris’ Pal.] tunc demonstrabitur tibi quid significet’. Our 
other Greek authority, the late and bad Athos MS, has тд ті for бті. 

Sim. УШ 6. 2 (according to the new papyrus) "Or: обу, dni, кбргє, 
TÁVTEÇ ой шетєубтоам; Latins ‘Quare ergo, domine, [+ ‘inquam’ Pal.] 
non omnes egerunt paenitentiam?' The Athos MS has corrupted бт. into 


4 In the printed texts of the Vulgate version of Hermas the sentence is hopelessly con- 
fused and corrupt: I give the reading of the best MS, Bodl. Laud. misc. 488. 
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ойто, doubtless because the scribe of the MS or its exemplar was puzzled 
by бт. interrogativum. 

Hermas then in a corrected text comes to the support of St Mark, and 
the Latin translator understood him rightly. It might be a profitable topic 
to compare the Greek of Hermas with the Greek of Mark in some detail: 
on the present occasion it must suffice to call attention to the parallel 
between the оритбаиа ovpréota of Mark vi 39 and the ráypara 
T&ypaTa (supported by both the Athos MS and the new papyrus) of Sim. 
УШ 2.8 Або» тфурата тбүшото, Kai ётєбїбоо» Tas фӨфббоос 7H 
тоцібм. Shall we be told that ‘the construction! in Hermas ‘is 
Hebraistic’? 


2. Barnabas Epistle. 


To Tischendorf’s note on Mark ii 16 I owe three references to Barnabas 
for the construction of буг interrogative. 

vii 9 mpocéxer&: Tov иёр ёра émi тд Ovotaoripiov, Tov ёё Eva 
бтікатбратор. кої бт Tov бтікатйратом éoreparupévov;, énedyh 
бфортаї отд»... The editors do not mark a question: but the old Latin 
version has ‘et quare is qui maledictus coronatus?' 

уш 5 бт. бё тд Ёрюр ётї тд ЁРХОР, Gre й Bacirsia ‘посо ёті £ÓXov. 
Latin ‘quare ergo et lana in ligno est?’ 

х1 бу, 6& Мобойс єлєр Où фдүсобе хоїро» ...; тріа ÉNaBer èv тії 
ovvéost ббурата. Latin ‘quare autem Moyses dicit ... 7” 

Of these three passages only the second is quite certainly interrogative: 
but it establishes Barnabas’ use of the construction, and the translator’s 
witness is clear. 

But Barnabas and Hermas are not the only early Christian authors 
whose translators were familiar with the construction of бт interrogative, 
and indeed it has been introduced into contexts where it ts probably or 
certainly alien to the intention of the original writer. The evidence to be 
cited is, however, valid as shewing that in the circles in which early trans- 
lators moved — possibly we ought to paraphrase this as ‘in early Roman 
Christian circles’ — the construction belonged to the Greek with which 
they were familiar. 


3. The earliest Latin version of the Gospels. 


The earliest version known to us is that represented by k and St 
Cyprian. It emerges, that 15 to say, in Africa about A.D. 250: but it was 
doubtless half a century older than that, and it may well have been 
brought to Africa from Rome. 
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Matt. vii 13, 14 ap.Cypr.Testimonia iii 6 (Hartel і р. 119): ‘De hoc 
ipso cata Mattheum Quid lata et spatiosa uia est quae ducit ad interitum 
... quid arta et angusta uia est quae ducit ad uitam?’ The reading quid is 
guaranteed by the best manuscripts, V L P B R T U (Bodl. Laud. misc. 
105, s. x ineunt.) X* (Rylands-Crawford MS s. viii). It corresponds to 
the Greek бт пАатєїс koi єйрбхорос 1 000с ў йтбүорсо siç Thy 
атар, ... OTL OTEVI) кой TEOALL EVN 1) 0д0с ў ànáyovoa sic THY (оту, 
and the only possible explanation is that the translator, however mis- 
takenly, took the sentence as interrogative, and бт. as a particle of inter- 
rogation.* 


4. St Irenaeus adv.hereses. 


In two passages the Latin translator has used quid where the Greek had 
either certainly, as in the first of the two, or possibly, as in the second of 
the two, бл. In the second passage, the Greek, whether ті or бт, was 
intended to be interrogative; in the first the interrogation is a misrender- 
ing by the translator. 

III xxxi [xxii] 2 ‘Nec dixisset Quid tristis est anima mea?’ Matt. xxvi 
38 (Ps. xli [xlii] 5). The Greek happens to be preserved in Theodoret's 
Dialogue "Атреєттос: O05’ àv єїрүкєс бт. тєрїХхотбс otw й фухі pov. 
There is no бус in the text of St Matthew, but in the Psalm we have fva ті 
теріхутос ... and so the translator was led to render сірўкег бт by ‘said 
why’ rather than by ‘said that’. For though the Latin MSS are divided 
between quid, quia, quod, the best MS (C) has quid, and quid best 
explains the genesis of the other two, quia and quod: it must therefore be 
presumed that the Latin translator took “Ort тєрїХотбс батіг; as a ques- 
tion, and őr: as the interrogative particle. 

IV x 1 [v 3] *Quid enim credidit Abraham Deo et deputatem est ei ad 
iustitiam? Primum quidem quoniam ipse est factor caeli et terrae, solus 
Deus: deinde autem quoniam faciet semen eius quasi stellas caeli'. Here 
St Irenaeus’ meaning is clearly ‘What was it that Abraham believed and it 
was counted to him for righteousness?' And the answer he gives appears 
to shew that he is thinking not of Rom. iv 3 at all (as the editors of 
Irenaeus followed by the М.Т.5. Irenaei have assumed) but directly of 
Gen. xv 6, and that therefore the Quid enim that introduces the quotation 
has nothing to do with the ті yap ў урафі) Aéyet; of Rom. iv 3. But the 
Armenian version of Irenaeus has, corresponding to Quid enim, ‘And 
that'. Since we have found reason to think that the Latin translator was 


5 1 have no doubt that the reading of k ‘quia data’ is a corruption of ‘quid lata’ 
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acquainted with the idiom ӧл = ‘why?’, it is natural to reconcile the 
apparent discrepancy between the two versions by supposing that Irenaeus 
wrote бт. éxiorevoey and that one translator rendered ‘what?’, and the 
other ‘that’. If so, as the sentence is certainly interrogative, St Irenaeus 
himself must have employed the interrogative бт. But while I have no 
sort of doubt that Mark and Barnabas and Hermas and Latin translators of 
early Greek Christian writings used (or rendered) that construction, I 
should hesitate to place Irenaeus in the same category, and I think it more 
likely that the бт. which lay before the Armenian translator was a corrup- 
tion of ті. 

"Оті interrogative belongs to a different stratum of society, not to the 
writers of literary Greek, but to less cultivated Christian circles such as 
those which in the first and second centuries after Christ still talked Greek 
in the capital. Is it an accident that of the writings cited in this note Mark 
and Hermas certainly, in all probability the first translations of the 
Gospels and of Hermas, and posssibly the translations of Barnabas and 
Irenaeus, were produced in the Church of Rome? 


(2) “Ort recitative (after \éyewv or similar verbs). 

Much more common in St Mark than the odd use of бт: interrogative, 
is the idiom of a superfluous ёле after the verb ‘to say’ or the like, intro- 
ducing not the oratio obliqua, as we should expect, but the oratio recta. 
In the large majority of cases, as will be seen, Matthew and (where a 
parallel is extant) Luke, drop the particle. 

I proceed to catalogue some forty instances. 

1. i 14, 15 xmpócoe» 70 єдбсуубмог тоб Oeod [xoi] AEywr бт. 
ПетАфротой д коцрдс ... нетароєїте кої тиотебетс ... "Оті is undisputed 
in Mark, and disappears in Matthew: there is no Lucan parallel. What is 
doubtful in Mark is \éywy which is omitted by Tischendorf and by М-Н 
margin. But the authorities for omission are quite inadequate (К" Origen 
с syr-sin), and the constant use of Хбуши in the passages to be cited in this 
list is practically decisive of Marcan usage. 

2. 1 37 Kai єбром айтду кої Aéyovotw abrQ бт IIávrec (үтобоёр ов. No 
parallel in Matthew or Luke. 

3. i 40 Aéyov атф бт "Eà» бӨ/с, ббрасай pe кабор(ооц. Is 
dropped by both the other Synoptists. Their influence has caused it to 
disappear from many authorities in Mark, including C D L W © 28 and 
most Latins: but it has rightly survived in N A B A a. 

4. ii 12 Gore ёНотообоц Távrac кої боЁй(си Tov веди Хбуортас бтс 
Ойфтшс о06ётотс caper. Matthew alters the last half of the clause and 
omits бт: Luke retains. In Mark \éyovrac is omitted by B W b: but the 
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combined evidence of Luke and of Marcan usage is too strong to be over- 
thrown even by B. 

5. ii 17 Agyei adbroic бт Où xpeíav Éxovaw oi 1охбогтес їатрой ... ойк 
Nov kadéoat dixaiovg. Both Matthew and Luke omit бл: and in this 
familiar saying of our Lord their texts have exercised even more than 
their usual disintegrating influence on the authorities for Mark: but ёте is 
rightly retained by В A Ө 565. 

6. iii 11 rà тисбиата rà акабарта ... ёкра(ор №үортєс̧ Gre Li єї д 
vids тоб вєої. No parallel in Matthew: Luke, as in 4, retains Aéyorra бт! 
(iv 41), though Aéyorrec, not Aéyorra, must I think be right in Mark. 
There is the same mixture of masculine and neuter in the story of the 
demoniac in Mark v 10-13: and the change by scribes of Aéyorreg to 
Хбуорта is far more probable than the converse one. Aéyovreg is read 
only by X D W 69 and a very few others, followed by Tischendorf and 
W-H margin. 

*7. iii 21 #\вүор yàp бт: "E£éorg. There is no parallel in the other 
Synoptists. But for Marcan usage, we could of course treat дЕбатт as 
oratio obliqua. ЇЇ mark with an asterisk this single instance of past tense 
after Аёүг бту]. 

8. iii 22 £Xeyor бт. BeedfeBovrA Éxei, кої бту "Би TQ бруорті тр 
datpoviwy ёкВахАс, та. бацібта. Both Matthew and Luke have sîrov 
without бти: in Mark only D omits. 

19. ш 28 бий» Хбуа би Sri Парта дбфевйоєтої Toig vioig т@р 
аудротор ... Matthew omits 671: Luke has по parallel. No authorities 
omit in Mark . I place within square brackets those instances where бт. 
follows à)» Хбуш би, since Matthew towards the end of his Gospel not 
infrequently retains бт. in this connexion, see on 34: so too Luke in 32, 
34.] 

10. iv 21 кої ÉXeyev айтоїс бт. Múr. Épxerat ó Aóxvog Фа bad TOV 
póðiov теб; Хо parallel in Matthew: and the introductory words as far as 
бт. are dropped in Luke. Most authorities in Mark omit бт: the Ferrar 
group substitutes ere: for бт we have B L 892 sah and Marcan usage. 

11. v 23 кої поракоћї отд» TOMAG, NEywr бт Tò вууйтріби pov 
ёоҳбтос̧ бує. Matthew omits бт: Luke changes the construction. In 
Mark some westerns — D and the Ferrar group: so too the best Old 
Latins, but in such cases versions must be cited with caution, or perhaps 
not at all, because the earliest translators rendered with some regard to the 
genius of their own language — wrongly omit бл. 

12. v 28 үсу үйр бт: “Edy бодон кё» TOv ішатіши adrod, 
0009воион. Matthew omits бті: Luke is not strictly parallel. In Mark 
only 28 and 33 of Greek MSS omit. 
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13. у 35 &pxorvrot йтд тод àpxiovvayáyov Хбуортес бт "Н bvyarnp 
соо &téðavev. Matthew has no parallel: Luke retains the бт, аз do all 
our authorities in Mark. 

14. vi 4 xai ÉXeyer офтоїс ó "тообс бт Ойк Ёотир профўтус̧ Grioc ei 
ий èv тй потріб: сйтод. Matthew again omits: no Lucan parallel. In 
Mark only A and the Ferrar group, with a few others, omit. 

15. vi 14, 15 £Xeyor бт Тобис̧ 6 Banrifwr ёүўђүєртох ёк vexpdv ... 
ахХхХог È EXevyov бу, 'HAcíag orir Grow 62 Meyor бт Проф түс ... 
Matthew has no parallel to verses 14 and 15: Luke, as in 13, retains бт, 
but in each case he has aorist tenses after бт, so that oratio obliqua is 
more easily suggested than by the present tenses of Mark. There is no 
variation in Mark. 

16. vi 18 Ercyev yàp б Тобрис̧ тӧ `Нрфёү бт: Ойк FEcotiv бог Exe 
Thy yuvaixa тої дідєхфод соу. Once more Matthew drops, and there is no 
Lucan parallel. Omission in Mark is supported only by D 28 and a very 
few others. 

17. vi 23 кой Spooer аётӯ бт: "О ёвр pe аітђотс Saw дог. No Lucan 
parallel, and in Matthew a change of construction. In Mark we have dis- 
sident witnesses in B A бт. 20р, and D єї rt Gp. 

18. vi 35 просеХдбутес [aùr] oi навутої офто ЄХеуви бт. “Ертүибс 
ёоті 6 тбтос̧ ... атгбАудог айтобс. Both Matthew and Luke omit the бт: 
but the authorities in Mark are unanimous for it. 

19. vii ба sixev айтоїс öre КоАдс éxpodirevocy тєрї иф»... The 
construction is changed, and 67: omitted, in Matt. In Mark the authorities 
are divided: those who retain бт. here omit it later in the sentence (see no. 
20), and vice versa, save that A © 33 omit in both places. No witness 
gives it in both places: yet Marcan usage suggests that it is right in both. 
AD W etc. give it here. 

20. vii 6b КоХбс éxpodpijrevocy "Нооќос̧ тєрї bundy тёр бпокрітбор, 
a> убуратптоп ёт, Обтос ó Ходс Toig xe(Acoív ue тиб... Matthew drops 
бт: Luke ceases to offer any parallels till no.23. In Mark only three wit- 
nesses support бл, Х В L (syr-sin): but Marcan usage puts aside any 
doubt of their being right. 

21. vii 20 Hcyev 62 бт: Tò дк тоб бибрфтоо ёкторсибисуор éxeivo 
kowo? Tov &vOpwrov. Matthew drops the introductory words Sever бё 
бт: altogether, so offers по real parallel. No variant in Mark. 

22. viii 4 кої дтекр0убар оёт oi оттой abrod бт. ТЇдӨгр тобтоцс 
durjostai тїс бе xoprácot &prav ёт” дрпуіас; Matthew, as we should 
guess he would, omits the бт: even in Mark it is found in only three 
authorities В L A, but Marcan usage of course proves it right, and both 
Tischendorf and W-H accept it. 
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23. viii 28 oi 62 «(тар афтф Хбуортес STL “wayyy Tov Ваттістіу ... 
ахХог 58 бус sig тёр podnTHv. Small wonder that this strange phrase 
with its tautology era» Аёүортєс is not reproduced by either Matthew or 
Luke — both drop 671, Matthew drops A£yorrec, and Luke changes it to 
дтокрівбутес. In Mark К" В (syr-sin) are the only witnesses to give öre, 
of course rightly.Ó 

24. ix 31 кої ÉXevyev бт. `О vids тод аудратой таробіботои siç хеїрас 
аудрфтырР. Matthew omits бт: Luke changes the construction, and so 
gets rid of it. All authorities retain it in Mark. 

125. ix 41 діди Aéyw бий бт: Ob ui) ётоћот Tov 14000» афтод. There 
are no parallels in the other Synoptists: in the text of Mark бте is sup- 
ported by ХВ C' D L М А Ө syr-sin and, exceptionally, by several 
Latins including К.| 

26. х 32, 33 їрЁсто айтоїс Хуг rà иёХХОРТО! abrQ ovuBaivery, ort 
"800 &vaæßaivopev siç 'lepooóNvua ... Both Matthew and Luke omit бл: 
but there is no variant in Mark. 

27. xi 17 Où убураттоаи ёті 'O oikóc pov oikoc прооєоҳӣс клувіаєтси. 
Tow тоїс KÜvEec.ww; Both Matthew and Luke turn the question into a 
statement of fact, and both omit the 674. Omission of бте in Mark is con- 
fined to a small group including C D 69. 

28. xii 7 ékeivot бё oi yewpyot трдс баютойс sÎrav бт, Офтбс ёоту д 
кХуройбиос" cre дітоктєїрорєм abréy. Again both the other Synoptists 
drop the бті: and again the omitting group in Mark is small, D O 1 28 
565 being the only Greek authorities on that side. 

29. xii 19 А5ёбокоХс, Movofjc Eypawer Пі» бт Edy туос &$в\фдс 
бтоба&уп ... Once more 67: disappears in Matthew and Luke: but in Mark 
it is only absent from D 69 108 of Greek MSS. 

30. хи 28, 29 Поѓо £oriv £vroNi] трфт) Távrov; фтекрівт б 'Inoobg 
бт Проти &orív, “Axove ТарайХ ... Matthew and Luke both abbreviate 
here, and both drop not only бт, but the words that immediately follow. 
The omitting group in Mark tends to be stereotyped: here it is D W O 1 
28 565 with three other cursives. 

31. xii 32 КоХбс, бібдакаме ёт” фтвеїнс cimeg br Ёс датіи кой 
ойк Ёёоти» бХАХОс Айр айтоб. There аге no parallels in Matthew or Luke: 
and no dissentient voices in Mark. 

[32. xii 43 Apv Хус бий бт "Н хўра ойту ù wrwxh ТАЄЇОР ТОРТОМ 
&Badev. "Оті is retained by Luke (there is по Matthaean parallel) and is 


би may be noted here that k faithfully reproduces ғётау Хбуоутес by dixerunt 
dicentes: for dicentes and not omnes is the true reading of the MS. 
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found without variant in Mark. As often, the phrase \¢éyw бийр бт passes 
unchallenged.] 

33. xiii 6 тоХЛої éAcboovTat 271 TÔ òvópari pov Aéyovreg Sri Еуф 
ciu. A striking instance, where the agreement of Matthew and Luke 
against Mark in the omission of бт well reflects the ‘usage’ of the three 
writers. In Mark D O 33 omit. 

134. xiii 30 бит» Хбус ри Gri Ой uù TopéMm ӯ yeve& ойт... "Ort 
is read by all authorities in Mark and almost all in Luke: in Matt. xxiv 34 
the reading is doubtful, but B D L © fam. 1 fam. 13 give бт: and they 
outweigh X. The phrase Aéyo йир бт. is not so unusual or so repellent to 
the sense of style as the ordinary Marcan Aéye бт in narrative: and 
towards the end of the Gospel, as will be seen, Matthew who consistently 
rejects the latter, not infrequently accepts the former, see nos. 36, 37, 
39.] 

35. xiv 14 гїтоте тб оїкобсотбтү бт: `O бібйакоХос Аёүвг пої oT 
тд катаХииа pov; In Mark some twenty MSS (but none of importance) 
omit, influenced no doubt by omission in both Matthew and Luke. 

136. xiv 18 "Ayr Аёүш бийр бт Eic ££ ouv rapaddoe pe. re is 
without variant in Mark and Matthew, cf. no. 34: in Luke there is no 
parallel.] 

137. xiv 25 apap Хуш бийр бт Ойкеті ой ui) тїш ёк TOD уєрйнатос тїс 
дитбхоу ... Again no parallel in Luke: again no variant in Mark, but as 
in 34 authorities are divided over ór in Matt.xxvi 29. For omission are Х 
D Z Ө 1 33 and half a dozen others: for insertion A B C L A W and the 
rest. It is rather surprising that W-H omit without even a marginal 
variant.] 

38. xiv 27 Kai Муг: айтоїс 6 'Inoobg бт Портєс акарба мові аєаве. 
"Оті is without variant in Mark, and omission is without variant in Mat- 
thew: no parallel in Luke. 

139. xiv 30 "Арйи Аёүш бог бт. Ld сйиєрор тоту TH vukri ... трїс pE 
atapyion. "Оті is without variant in Mark and Matthew: but omission is 
without variant in Luke.] 

40. xiv 57, 58 éevdopapripovy кат’ abtod Жбуортес Sri "Ниєїс 
їкобдоарие» офтод ... "Оті without variant in Mark: omission without 
variant in Matthew: no Lucan parallel. 

41. xiv 58 ўкобсаџєр отой Аёүортос бт. "Бү кото\йош Toy vov 
TodTov Tov xEtpomoinroy ... The details are the same exactly as in the last 
case, Matthew omitting бті. 

42. xiv 69 ібобса айтди йовато TáNw Хбуєм Toig TapeoTaow бт 
Obroc 28 сфтдОр ørv. "Оті is omitted by both Matthew and Luke, but is 
without variant in Mark. 
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43. xiv 71 6 88  рЁато ... dpviver бт Ойк обо Tov бибротор. Trans- 
ferred without change by Matthew to his own Gospel. Luke, not liking to 
say that Peter ‘cursed and swore’, abbreviates the sentence, and in the 
process drops бті. 

44. xiv 72 кої дусиг 00) 6 Петрос Tò pia wo cirer айт ó "Inooüc 
бт Поёр ... трїс we біптарийст. “От: is given by all three Synoptists on 
the practically unanimous testimony of all Greek MSS other than D. 

45. xvi 7 sixate roig џабттойс айтої кої то Петра бт Просгүв: buds 
sic THY TadtAaiav. "Оті is retained by Matthew, but the whole sentence 
undergoes drastic rearrangement in Luke and бу, disappears in the 
process. Did Matthew, towards the end of the Gospel, tire of making as 
many changes as in the earlier part in the process of making the Marcan 
material his own? He retains бийр Аёүш йціу бт: first in 34 (Matt. xxiv 
34), and бт, in other connexions only in 43, 44, 45 (Matt. xxvi 74, 75, 
xxviii 7). 


What are the results to be gathered from this long enumeration? 

In the first place, that in all forty-five instances not more than four 
verbs are employed in introducing the 67: clause. Three times үрбфғгу 
урафгсаво: (of Scripture), 20, 27, 29: twice duvivar, 17, 43: twice 
&mokpírea0ot, 22, 30: but thirty-eight times Хбуєги (eimeiv). The mere 
statement of "Магсап usage’ is enough to prove that in one case where our 
authorities differ, 1, Aéywy must be right. Nothing emerges, I think, 
more decisively from the whole series of notes on *Marcan usage' than 
the immense superiority in Mark of the text of B to the text of 8. The 
edition of Tischendorf (and to a less extent that of W-H) is vitiated by the 
too great deference shown to the latter MS. 

In the second place, if we classify our forty-five instances according to 
the type of the ór clause, we find 

(a) that seven times it occurs not in narrative but in direct statements of 
our Lord, 9, 25, 32, 34, 36, 37, 39, duty Aéyw бийр Gre ..., and that the 
other two Synoptists retain бт. in these cases much oftener than in the 
rest: Matthew accepts it in 34 (probably), 36, 37 (probably), 39 — he has 
no parallel to 25 and 32; Luke has no parallel to 9, 25, 36, 37, but retains 
бт. in 32 and 34. That is to say, Matthew only drops бт. once, in 9, Luke 
only once, in 39. Clearly, then, in dealing with бт. recitativum, we must 
isolate these cases from the rest: and indeed they are not strictly ‘recita- 
tive’ at all. 

(b) that, of the remaining thirty-eight cases, (i) three introduce quota- 
tions from Scripture, 20, 27, 29; (ii) two introduce questions, 10 and 22; 
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(iii) ten" introduce statements in the third person which, if they stood 
alone, might be treated as oratio obliqua, 7, 8, 14, 15, 19, 21, 24, 30, 
31, 42; (iv) in the other twenty-three cases бт. is followed by a first or 
second person, so that these are necessarily in oratio recta. Now of all 
these cases, Luke omits бт, in all but five (4, 6, 13, 15, 44), Matthew in 
all but three (43, 44, 45), sometimes of course by changing the construc- 
tion, more often by simply dropping the particle. As there are many 
more parallels in Matthew (thirty-one) than in Luke (twenty-two), the 
proportion varies as between the two, Luke retaining 67: five times out of 
twenty-two, or nearly one in four, Matthew only three times out of thirty- 
one, or one in ten. 

On twelve occasions Matthew and Luke agree in simply dropping the 
бт of Mark, 3, 5, 8, 18, 23, 26, 27, 28, 29, 33, 35, 42. Twelve agree- 
ments, then, of the two later Synoptists against Mark are cleared off the 
ground on examination of "Магсап usage'. 


(3) Asyndeta or absence of particles in Markt 

The following rough list is probably not at all exhaustive, but it is suf- 
ficient to illustrate my point, and it is reinforced (see $4 below) by the 
special cases of vai, оду, and ібоб. 

1.18 éyo &8бттісо бийс бат. So N B L Ө 33 69 Origen b c Aug: 
the rest add би with Matthew and Luke. 

2. i 22 бс é£ovoíar хар, ойх WS oi урашратеїс. So DO b cd e: the 
rest read xoi оёх with Matthew: Luke omits the last half of the phrase. 

3. 1 27 тё готи тобто; бібахд) каїуд. So КОВ L 33 (fam.1). Not in 


Matthew: Luke тіс ó Абуос обтос, бт, àv étovoiq ... The remaining 
authorities in Mark prefix тїс 7. 
4. ii 8, 9 ті ræðra diadoyifeobe ...; ті даті eükomdrepor ...; So 


Luke: Matthew ті yap ёоти єйкопатером ...; 

5. й 17 од xpsiav Exovow oi ioxbovres іотрод ... ойк Abov коХбоои 
бікайоцс ... As in the last case Luke follows Mark, and Matthew inserts 
yap, ov yap Hor Kadéoat ... 

6. ii 21 obdcic ёл 8Хүиа. pdKovs cyvadou ётіобтте. obdeic 66 
Matthew (followed by D and a few Latins in Mark): бті ойбеїс Luke. 

7. ii 25, 26 о0бётотс dvéyvute ті éxoinoey Aaveid ...; slofNev sic 
Tov oixov тоб дєод ... So B D (and a ‘et’): the remainder пёс ciofjA0cv 


7 But in only one of these, 7, is the statement in the past tense. 


8 1 have omitted all instances where there із по parallel in Matthew or Luke. 
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with Matt.: ёс siofA@ev Luke, though В D omit as in Mark, perhaps 
rightly. 

8. iii 27 ой dbvaTat оббєїс eic тў» oixiay тої ioxupod ciceNOav... So A 
D W and most Greek MSS, e and most Latins, and syr-sin: X B and a 
few other good authorities prefix &AAd, but àAXá at the beginning of a 
sentence is extraordinarily rare in Mark, xiii 24 being the only other 
example. Luke is not strictly parallel: Matthew has # тос ... 

9. iii 34,35 ie ў нйтгпр pov кої oi &bEN$oí pov. дс би томат тд 
вЄхтио Tod вєод ... So B b e (and ‘et’ а c Aug): the rest read дс үбр бу 
тоноп. Matthew boric yap бір топот: Luke again has no exact paral- 
lel. 

10. iv 24 ВАётете ті бкобете” др Q uérpw perpeire шетрувійаєтой бийр. 
In what are practically the parallels, Matt. vii 2, Luke vi 38, гүйр is added 
by both the other Synoptists. 

11. viii 15 брате, @Аётєтє йто тйс {бис Tav Papioaiwy ... Matthew 
óp&re кої проо&ҳєтє ATÓ, Luke проабхете éavtoic dro: @Аётєтє ATS in 
the sense ‘to beware of’ is a Marcan vulgarism (cf. xii 38), which the 
other Synoptists instinctively avoid. In Mark the reading is not doubtful: 
but three separate attempts are made in different authorities to emend the 
text and get rid of the asyndeton or of the double verb: D © fam.1 565 
omit óp&re, A omits @Аётєтє, C fam.13 insert каї between the verbs. 

12. ix 38 &y aùr ó 'loárvgc. No parallel in Matthew: Luke 
aroxpsic 68 ó "lo&vqo siner. In Mark all authorities but 8 B D A Ө 
sah and a few of the best Old Latins including k, with syr-sin, avoid the 
asyndeton, either by adding бё or by prefixing Kai. 

13. x 9 б ó 0cóc avré(fev£ev, бубротос ий xwpitérw. No parallel in 
Luke: Matthew 6 оди 0 бєдс ..., and from Matthew most MSS of Mark. 
The true reading without ойр is preserved only in D and k. 

14. x 14 бфете rà тсибїа Ёрхєодси, трбс pe, us) кюХбетс айта. Both 
Matthew and Luke alter to кої ий коћбєтє aùrá, and they have drawn 
after them a large majority of the MSS of Mark. But the shorter reading 
has for it B W A, a dozen more uncials and some eighty cursives. 

15. x 24, 25 тдс ббакоХби éoT eic THY Воо№єіоу тод Өсод ciogNOeLy: 
£ÜkomQTEpórv otv кбрлћор... Matthew бт. єйкотпфтєрби, Luke 
єйкопотєрбиу yap. Evidence for the asyndeton in Mark is only qualified 
by àé in A, and убр in a few others. 

16. x 27 ёиВХёфас айтоїс б 'Iqaobg ... ég8Acyac é Matthew, ó бё 
вітер Luke. Most MSS of Mark follow Matthew: the true reading sur- 
vives in X B C" A 1 syr-sin. 

17. x 28 paro Aéyew ó Петрос abr. тбтє ўрёото Matthew, eimev 
56 Luke. In Mark we find xoi ўрёото, ўрЁато 06, тбтє ўрЁсто, 5рЁссто 
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оду: but йовато without connecting particle in КА B C W А Ө syr-sin, 
and a good many others. 

18. x 29 (the fourth asyndeton in five verses) 2013) ó "лообс. Matthew 
6 68 тообс єїтєр афтойс: Luke 6 68 єйпер адтоїс. In Mark only ХВ A 
give &фу alone, and it is possible that with the rest we ought to prefix 
&okptÜcíc: but even so most of them retain the asyndeton. 

19. xii 9 ті тоўо! ó кбріос тоб дртеХімос; ті оду тог) авг Luke, and 
similarly Matthew örar оди Ар 6 кбріос тод dumEdGvos, ті тог ов: ... 
In Mark only В L (syr-sin sah) give the shorter reading without оби: but 
they are certainly right. 

20. xii 17 6 68 'Inooc єйтем Та Койворос &róðore (al. 'Aqóbore rà 
Kaícopoc) Коссор. Matthew d&móóore оду rà Kaioapoc, Luke тороу 
&тбботв та Каїсарос. This time only a few authorities in Mark insert 
офу. 

21. хи 20 ёлтй бёв\фой toov. Luke ёттё оду &бє\фої joav, Matthew 
доор 88 тар’ hiv ёпт ббехфої. In Mark ХА В С" L W A Ө, the great 
majority of Greek MSS, syr-sin and k, read as above. 

22. xii 23 би TH драотйок: ... Tivos av’Tav ёотон yvvý; Both Matthew 
and Luke insert оби: omitted in Mark by X В С" L A, many other Greek 
MSS, and k. 

23. xii 24 ёфэ) айтоїс 6 'Inooüg. So in Mark N B C L A 33 k, much as 
іп 21 and 22, but without support from later MSS: xoi sîmev Luke, 
á&mokpileig 68 ... єлєр Matthew. 

24. xii 36 aùròç Aaveid єйтєр. So without particle Х В L W A fam.13 
28 565 а k sah: the other MSS mostly œùròç үбр with Luke, Matthew 
TÓG OUP ... 

24. bis. xii 37 афтдс Aaveid Asyer abrév kipiov. So in Mark XB DL 
W A Ө 28 565 а i k sah (ѕуг-ѕіп). The rest add оди after сїдтдс with Luke 
Aaveié оду: Matthew ci оди Aaveid кайеї ... 

25. xiii 5, 6 GAémere ці) тїс buds tavon: поХлої ёАсбоортой évi 70 
диубиаті pov ... SON BL W: the rest add yap with Matt. and Luke. 

26. xiii 7 pi дроєїове: Set yevéo0ot. So only К В W and the Egyptian 
versions: the rest have dei yáp after Matthew and Luke. 

27. xii 8a ёүєрӨђоєто yap йвмос ёт &рос̧ кої Basia ёті 
Baowsiav, Ёдортоц ошоной Kata тбтоос, Eoovrat poi. The first 
čoovrar with X B D L W 28 124 and the Egyptian versions, the second 
čoovrar with X° В L (W) 28 sah: the rest in each case prefix ка. Mat- 
thew and Luke combine the two Zcovro: clauses into one, Matthew con- 
necting with the буєрбйаєтої clause by коѓ, Luke by те. 

28. xiii 8b брх?) Фбімор табто. So without connecting particle Mark: 
but Matt. távra ёё ræðra бруў wdivwy: no parallel in Luke. 
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29. xiii 23 биеїс бё Вхітете проєіртко бийг távra. So BL W 28 a: 
the rest follow Matthew’s ioù троєіртко ... No parallel in Luke. 

30. xiii 34 фс будролтос ётбӧтиос̧ adsic тў» oixiay ойтой Kai бодс 
Toig бобХогс одтой тїр é£ovoíar ... So all the best authorities in Mark: 
but many MSS borrow үйр from Matthew Goxep yap бивратос 
дтобтиби ... No parallel again in Luke. 

31. xiv 3 Aber yur) Exovoa àXáBaorpov pipov vapdov тпистикіїс 
поћотећойс̧` доРтрїраса THY &Aá(3aoTpov KATÉXEEV avro тїс kejaMjc. 
So only X B L: the rest prefix «oí to оуртріўосо. Matthew, omitting 
ovvrpiv~aca Tijv à., gives каї катбуєєр. Luke omits the whole incident, 
having related a parallel story in vii 36-50: this covers also 32, 33. 

32. xiv 6 ті айтії kómovc TopéxeTe; каХду Ép'yov йруйосто ёр дної. 
So all but a few MSS of Mark : К W fam.13 28 have коди yàp čpyov 
with Matthew's gpyov убір каХди ... 

33. xiv 8 б ёохор évoíqoev: троёхоафеу vpisat pov тд oôpa cic тди 
дртафіасиби. The asyndeton is without variant in Mark: Matthew adds 
yap, BoXoboo yap airy тд иброр тобто ёл тод ocporróc pov. 

34. xiv 19 ijp£arro Хитеїовой Kai Мёүгїр oUrQ cic ката єїс, Mir 
&yo; So К В L Origen in Mark: nearly all the rest avoid the asyndeton Бу 
ot бё УрёЁарто ..., not on this occasion following Matthew's xoi 
Хитобиємої офбёро йріарто ХЄүсир ... There is therefore somewhat less 
certainty in this case: yet Marcan usage, combined with the excellent 
record of B in the whole series of passages here enumerated, is I think 
decisive. Luke, as so often in the Passion narrative (cf.35), has no paral- 
lel. 

35. xiv 41 кавеббете тд Aovróv кої дратабсаде: &méxev. Абс» ў pa, 
ібод породіботог 6 vids тоб фидратоу ... So with few exceptions (D W 
and Old Latins) the texts of Mark: Matthew omits the difficult daéyeu, 
and substitutes ібой yyuwev ў Gpa Kai 6 vids Tod avOpwrov 
тарабіботой... 

36. xiv 63, 64 ті Ёл xpsiav Éxousv papTipwr; ўкобсотє тйс 
Вхаофтиіас.? Мо important witness differs in Mark save К, which fol- 
lows Matthew ie viv ўкобоатє ... Luke отой yap hkovoapev ... 

37. xvi ба ph дбкварбеїове: "Iqoobv {тете tov Na(opmvór tov 
ŝoravpwpévov. Mark leaves us in doubt whether the second clause is a 
statement or a question: Matthew with обе yàp бт... {тете interprets 
in the former sense, Luke with ті (птєїтє in the latter. 


91 wink “Магсал usage’ is decisive against W-H's punctuation ђкобоатє тс 
Вхаофтиіає; Compare e.g. ii 7, the statement ВАаєфтиєї between two questions. 
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38. xvi 6b зүүёрӨэ, ойк ёоти» ðe. So Mark without variant: Matthew 
ойк боту Фбе, йубрвтрубр. Luke ойк Forty @ёв, GAAG TryépOn. 

These passages are enough to prove to demonstration, in the first place, 
Mark’s fondness for asyndeta — it corresponds to his rough unliterary 
style — and, in the second place, the constant tendency in Matthew and 
Luke to remove the asyndeta by providing particles to supply some sort of 
connection with what precedes. Sometimes, as we should expect, they 
provide the same particles, sometimes different ones. Out of some 
twenty-five cases where both Matthew and Luke have parallels to the 
Marcan text, Luke retains the asyndeton twice (4 and 5310, Matthew 
never: in twelve cases they give different supplements, in ten cases the 
same, namely 1 pév, 10 yáp, 14 кої, 16 бё, 18 бё, 19 ойр, 22 оди, 24 bis 
оду, 25 yap, 26 yap. Ten cases may seem a large proportion: but the 
supplements are always natural ones, or indeed the most natural ones, and 
the agreements against Mark — side by side with a rather larger number 
of divergent supplements — mean no more than that the two later Synop- 
tists, editing the text of the earlier Gospel, often hit independently on the 
same obvious improvements. 

But further we learn of course something of the relative value of our 
authorities for the text of St Mark. In this particular section of our 
enquiry, the excellence of B stands out unchallenged: in eight instances 
the asyndeton is practically without variant, at any rate in all the older 
authorities, but in the remaining thirty-one B is right — on the assumption 
that an ‘asyndeton’ reading is to be preferred — in no less than twenty- 
eight, the exceptions being 2, 8, and 13. N is right in twenty-one cases; 
the exceptions (besides the three just mentioned, which it shares with B) 
are 7, 9, 14, 19, 29, 32, 36. D is right in only nine cases, though it 
should be noted that in 2, 7, 12, 13, 28, it gives the shorter reading with 
only a few companions. But k, for the part of the Gospel for which it is 
extant (from 12 onwards), has a better record than D of asyndeta: 12, 13, 
21, 22, 23, 24, 24 bis, four times against D. In 13, a quite certain case, 
D k stand out alone with the right reading. 


(4) Particles absent from Mark. 
і. vai 

vaí is found eight times in Matthew, v 37, ix 28, xi 9, xi 26, xiii 51, 
xv 27, xvii 25, xxi 16: four times in Luke, vii 26, x 21, xi 51, xii 5. On 
two occasions the passages in Matthew and Luke are parallel, Matt. xi 9 


10 Possibly also in 7 
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= Luke vii 26 vai Аёүш бийр, каї перідабтєром троффтор, Matt. xi 26 = 
Luke x 21 vai 6 потўр, бті оётос sidoxia бубуєто ЁитрообЕ aov: both 
passages presumably come from Q. But further the two other occasions 
where vai is found in Luke belong also it would seem to Q sections: Luke 
хі 51 рай Хбуш бий» (Matthew аийи Aéyo иір), xii 5 vai Aéyo bpv 
(omitted by Matthew). It is possible therefore that Luke never uses vai 
except where he is following Q. 

Of the other six instances in Matthew, five occur in matter not found in 
Mark: the sixth, Matt. xv 27, is parallel to Mark vii 28. The printed 
texts give vai in both Gospels as introducing the answer of the 
Syrophoenician woman to our Lord’s objection about throwing the chil- 
dren's bread to dogs. There is no other case of the use of vai in St Mark: 
and ‘Marcan usage’ is reinforced by the testimony of witnesses who omit 
it even here. 

These witnesses are D W A fam.13 565 b c ff i syr-sin: all ‘Western’ 
indeed, but Western of very varied types. It is noteworthy that W-H gave 
the omission of vaí a place in the margin of their edition before the evi- 
dence of either W or O or the Sinai Syriac was available: and obviously, 
whatever was to be said on internal grounds before the new witnesses 
were known, the external evidence is now very strongly reinforced. The 
К B group, in fact, have suffered assimilation to Matthew: and the solitary 
instance of уа in St Mark disappears. ! 


ii. ovv.t 

оди is found in Matthew nearly sixty times, in Luke some thirty times 
— i.e. in proportion to the length of his Gospel about half as often as in 
Matthew — in Mark at the outside seven times: but on three of these 
seven W-H omit обу entirely, and on a fourth they bracket it. The weight 
of *Marcan usage' is so strong that omission is presumably right where 
there is even a small body of good witnesses in support of it; and possibly 
right, where a parallel in Matthew will account for its insertion, without 
any external evidence at all. 

1. x 9 б ойи 6 beds ouvétevter брдратос ui] xepitére. So word for 
word Matthew, and so the critical editions of Mark with the vast majority 
of MSS. But D k omit оби: and the omission is so like Mark’s style, 
while the correction from Matthew would be so easily and so obviously 
made, in a terse familiar saying, that I accept the shorter reading without 
hesitation. See Asyndeta 13. 


11 ү have dealt with this reading, more briefly in my Study of the New Testament 
(ed.2,1924) p.70. 
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2. xi 31 dà» etxwpev “EE obpavod, дреї: Aux ті оду ойк éxtoTeboaTe 
афт; Here Matthew has ody, but it is important to note that it is absent 
from Luke: and omission in Mark has for it A C* L Wa b cd ff i k syr- 
sin. W-H give omission a place in the margin; but where Marcan usage, 
Lucan parallel, and good Greek and Latin evidence, all coincide, omis- 
sion is, I think, incontestably right. 

3. xii 8, 9 кої Хаббртєс àvékrewav сйтб», кої &EEBadov отд» Ew 
тоб битеХдРос. ті оду Toros. б кбріос тод GuTEdGvoc; So all MSS of 
Mark, except В L (ѕуг-ѕіп) sah. But both Luke and Matthew have ov», 
Luke following Mark closely ті ойр morose ..., Matthew inserting it into 
an introductory clause бтам обр ЙАОп 6 кбрюс Tod GpmedGvos, ті 
roost... We shall have therefore no hesitation in accepting, with Tis- 
chendorf and W-H, the evidence of B, and in ejecting once more the par- 
ticle оди from the text of Mark. 

4. xii 23 ёр тй àraarácet ойу... So (or би ті оду àvacrácct) many 
MSS of Mark, including A D W © 1 28 565 and most Latins, with Mat- 
thew ёр тії драстбоє оди ... and Luke й yur} оди ёр тй араотаас: ... 
Omit оду in Mark with X В С" L A, very many Greek MSS, and К: so also 
Tischendorf and W-H. See under Asyndeta 22. 

5. xii 37 афтдс оди Aaveid héyet aùròv кбріоу. So in Mark A and the 
great majority of Greek MSS, compare Luke Aaveió обу kóptov айтду 
кахеї, and Matthew si ойр Aaveió cadet abrdv кйріор ... Again omit оби 
in Mark with X B D L W A Ө 28 565 a i k, the Egyptian versions (syr- 
sin), and the critical editions. See Asyndeta 24 bis. 

6. xiii 35 уртуореїтє ойу” ойк olore үйр TéTE б кбріос ті)с oiKias 
ёрхєтоц. No variant in Mark: and though оди may conceivably have been 
borrowed by the scribes of Mark from Matt. xxiv 42 (there is no parallel 
in Luke), it would be hazardous to question it without any MS support, 
the more so that there is another instance to follow where our authorities 
are unanimous for the word. 

7. xv 12 6 бё ПиАХбтос wá ómokpibeig Meyer офтоїс, Ti оду 
édere!? тоос би Хбуєте Tov Baowsa: THY “lovdaiwy; Again no variant 
in Mark, ті оби in Matthew, and no parallel in Luke. The same con- 
siderations apply as in the last case: I am not sure that ody in Mark is 
right, but I should not venture to remove it from the text. 

Thus out of seven instances оди should be banished from Mark in five. 
In three of these both Matthew and Luke have the particle: that is to say, 


12 W-H omit 0те with R B C A fam. fam.13 33 and the Egyptian versions: but 
the omission I believe to be due either to assimilation to Matt. xxvii 22 or to a desire to get 
rid of the construction 6édeTe xoinow. Tischendorf retains 0édeTEe. 
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three instances of agreement between the two other Synoptists against 
Mark are seen to be meaningless, because we have once more the key to 
the solution in ‘Marcan usage’. 


iii. {бой in narrative. 

Neither Mark nor John ever uses [бой in narrative: Luke employs it 
fairly often (sixteen times), Matthew twice as often (thirty-two times) as 
Luke. In Luke it is regularly in the form xoi ібой: that is also the 
predominant form in Matthew, but {бой is also found in this Gospel with a 
genitive absolute preceding it as often as nine times. In both Matthew 
and Luke the usage is found alike in portions that are parallel to Mark and 
portions that are not — about three-quarters of the instances in Matthew 
and something over half of the instances in Luke belonging to the ‘triple 
tradition'. 

There are in fact some twenty-five passages where one or other of the 
later Synoptists grafts 1600 on to the Marcan stock, three of these being 
peculiar to Luke, sixteen being peculiar to Matthew, and six common to 
both. Again it may be asked, Is not this a high percentage of agreement? 

In two out of every three cases where Luke uses it Matthew has it too, 
and can this be due to chance? The answer is twofold. 

In the first place Matthew uses the phrase so commonly, when a new 
character or new element in the story is introduced, that it is not wonder- 
ful that Luke, using it much more sparingly, should be found to coincide 
with Matthew in a high proportion of his relatively few cases. If ібой 
were to be introduced at all, certain occasions would stand out as spe- 
cially calling for it. The six occasions common to Matthew and Luke are 
in fact (a) the commencement of three stories of miracles, Mark i 40, ii 3, 
v 22: (b) the appearance of Moses and Elias at the Transfiguration, Mark 
ix 4: (c) the appearance of Judas in the Garden, Mark xiv 43: (4) the 
appearance of the angel or angels who announced the Resurrection, Mark 
xvi 5. 

In the second place, as Mark is never found to use the phrase in narra- 
tive, we can hardly explain any coincidences of Matthew and Luke 
against Mark as pointing back to a more original text of Mark. It was not 
Mark, but much more probably the Old Testament, that taught Matthew, 
and to a less degree Luke, the value of the employment of ібоб to give 
vigour and movement to the narrative. 13 


13 qt is worth noting that in several of the cases where Matthew and Luke have ióo0, 
it replaces an £pxerot of St Mark: Mark і 40, ii 3, v 22. 


УШ - ‘The disciples’ and ‘the Twelve’.! 


Eduard Meyer, іп his important work Ursprung und Anfünge des 
Christentums (3 vols., Stuttgart and Berlin, 1921-3), attempts to analyse 
the sources of St Mark and assumes a distinction between a ‘disciples’ 
source and a ‘Twelve’ source according as oi цовттаї ог oi ббєко is the 
phrase employed (i pp. 133-147). 

These *Notes on Marcan Usage' are being put together primarily as a 
contribution to the examination of the history of the text and of the 
Synoptic problem. But it is also part of their purpose to test, and if the 
evidence tends that way to establish the truth of, my own working 
hypothesis that the authority of St Peter stands, as tradition has always 
indicated, very closely behind the authority of the Evangelist. 

Of course it goes without saying that the hypothesis applies especially 
to the period between St Peter's call (i 16) and the flight of the disciples 
(xiv 50). For the story of the Baptism? and Temptation the ultimate 
authority must be that of Jesus himself, though it must have reached the 
Evangelist through the medium of some personal disciple to whom Jesus 
had confided it — naturally, in this case, St Peter. For the story of the 
Crucifixion and (so far as the extant part of the Gospel extends) the 
Resurrection one primary authority is presumably that of the holy women 
or one of them — if one must select, that one whose name is otherwise 
unknown to us, Mary the mother of James and Joses. 

But it does not follow that, even if the authority of St Peter stands in 
the main behind the narrative i 16-xiv 50, it stands in equal degree behind 
every part of it. Distinction must be made in the first place between that 
part of the story where we may presume that he was spectator or auditor, 
and those exceptional passages where the contrary was certainly or proba- 
bly the case. There is the story of Herod and John the Baptist, vi 14-29: 


l The following pages were originally written as an appendix to Marcan Usage: V. 
The movements of Jesus and his disciples and the crowd' (JTS April 1925, xxvi 225-240 — 
Note V), where 1 tried to emphasize the indications in Mark, as contrasted with Matthew 
and Luke, of the evidence of an eye-witness, indications which appear to be spread over 
practically the whole story of the Ministry. It seems simpler now to print this examination 
of a rival theory as an independent section of my Notes. 


2 Note that in St Mark's Gospel, and in his Gospel only, the Baptism is related 
throughout as our Lord's experience: i 10 броВаѓиор ... ғібєр, i 11 ob є б ибс pov б 
фуапутбс. Matthew changes the latter part, and, as in the Transfiguration where the Voice 
from heaven is addressed to the three apostles (Mk. ix 7 = Matt. xvii 5 = Lk. ix 35), 
writes обтбс̧ øre» ò vide pov ..., while Luke changes the former part into a historical state- 
ment, бубуєто ... &veqxtjvot TOY обрарду ... кої фоийу ... yevéo0o«: Matt. iii 17, Lk. iii 
21, 22. 
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there is perhaps the journey of our Lord to Tyre and back, vii 24-37, 
where from the absence of any allusion to disciples it may not improbably 
be deduced that the journey was undertaken without companions. 

Even in these passages the information may still have reached the 
Evangelist by way of St Peter. But I should not want to exclude the pos- 
sibility that there may be episodes which the Evangelist derived from 
other sources and has interwoven into the Petrine tradition. Such in par- 
ticular might be the second account of miraculous feeding, viii 1-9, of 
which the most probable explanation seems to me to be that it is a variant, 
derived by Mark from another source, of the first (Petrine) account in vi 
34-44 3 

But returning, with the reserves indicated, to the working hypothesis 
that the account of the Ministry is a homogeneous whole depending on the 
Petrine tradition, let us see whether the actual use or interchange of the 
phrases ‘the disciples’ and ‘the Twelve’ suggests an actual interchange of 
sources or whether it grows naturally out of the situation in the process of 
development described in St Mark’s Gospel. That is the first test of all 
theories of partition of sources, whether in this or any other document. 

Maéyzai are first mentioned in ii 15, when we are told that they were 
now ‘many’ and were beginning to collect around him and ‘follow’ him: 
before that we have only (1) the call of four disciples who came “айег 
him’ (ómíoc, i 17,20) — these form at once a group of four (і 29): it may 
be only these four, it may already be others, who are included in the 
‘Simon and his companions’ of i 36 — and (2) the call of a fifth per- 
sonally named disciple, with the summons ‘Follow me’, in ii 14. Then 


3 See Dr Headlam's Jesus the Christ (1923), p.14. As Dr Headlam points out, the 
second distinguishes itself from the first by the absence of those vivid details which we are 
accustomed to call *Marcan touches'. But if these details are found in the Petrine, and are 
absent from the non-Petrine account, the important conclusion results that the vivid touches 
of the Evangelist go back in the main to the apostle. 1t does not follow, of course, that the 
disciple and ‘interpreter’ has not caught something of the style and spirit of his master. 


4 Levi, son of Alpheus, who is not identified either by Mark, or by Luke who fol- 
lows Mark (Luke v 27-29), with Matthew. On the other hand we should naturally suppose 
that one whose call is thus given in detail was in fact one of the Twelve, as his brother 
‘James son of Alpheus’ (Mark iii 18) certainly was. The Western text solves the difficulty 
by reading ‘James [not Levi] son of Alpheus’ in Mark ii 14; but St Luke's support of ‘Levi’ 
seems to disprove this otherwise attractive solution. We may either suppose that Ae@Gator 
of the Western text is right in the list of the Apostles iii 18 — бадббаом would then have 
come in from Matt. x 3 — and that Ag@Gatoc is a variant form of Aeveiy (Origen has 6 
Atc TEASING); or alternatively that we should read in iii 18 "ікобом [xot Aevety] ТОР 
"АХфаїоу. If the mention of Levi had accidentally dropped out from a very early copy, we 
could understand both the presence of the variants Oaóóotoc and Асббоёос in Mark and 
Matthew and the appearance in Luke of a new name 'loóóoc 'Iokó(jov. The number of the 
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we hear (in the next verse) of the ‘many disciples’ who were ‘following’ 
Jesus. From this point onwards begins the regular usage of the word, 
perhaps ‘thy disciples’ ii 18, at any rate ‘his disciples’ in ii 23, ій 7, 9. 

Obviously the term ‘the Twelve’ cannot be used till the formal sepa- 
ration of an inner group among the disciples, iii 13 ff, and obviously at 
that point the use of some such phrase was imperative to express what was 
happening, and all three Synoptists agree so far. Luke (vi 13-17), unlike 
Matthew, keeps close to the order of Mark, but inverts the call of the 
twelve apostles and the notice of the wide districts from which hearers 
were now being attracted. In Mark it may be supposed that it was just the 
extension of the work which caused our Lord to create the first rudiments 
of organization in selecting the Twelve to be his companions and his 
delegates. Of the actual call Luke’s account is limpid in its clearness, ‘He 
called his disciples, and chose out of them twelve, whom he named 
“apostles”, Simon, whom he named Peter, and...’ Doubtless Luke 
understands himself to be giving the sum of Mark’s rather involved 
account, ‘He called whom he would and they came to him and he 
appointed twelve to be’ his companions and apostolic delegates; ‘and he 
appointed the Twelve and gave Simon the name Peter, and James ...’: and 
it is just this involved character of Mark’s account which prompts Meyer 
to see in it, quite unnecessarily as I think, a conflation of two -separate 
strata of tradition. 

In the first place, then, when Mark says ‘he called whom he would and 
they came to him and he appointed twelve’, I do not think he means to 
describe two acts, as Luke thought, but one. ‘He summoned whom he 
would’ is in fact the selection of the Twelve: and so Matthew appears to 
understand him when writing ‘He summoned his twelve disciples’ Matt. x 
1 — odd as is the phrase тойс badexa pabyrdés abro), when we have so 
far heard nothing about the disciples being twelve. Mark’s кої дтоїтаєи 
dwdexa is a characteristic piece of redundancy, due to his desire to 
emphasize the formal nature of the act, and should not be separated from 
the preceding verse by more than a comma. 


Twelve had somehow to be filled up. 


5 Probably В is right in omitting набутої and reading oi 02 001 où употєборацу: for 
(1) Luke has not got the word, which a little suggests that he did not find it in Mark, (2) the 
MSS which give it differ among themselves as to the place where they put it. I think it has 
come in from Matt. ix 14; and, if so, the reason of Mark’s phrase may be that Jews hardly 
recognised the new Teacher’s followers yet as organized ‘disciples’ in the same sense as 
those of the Baptist and of the Pharisees — it is something like ‘Your people’. 
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So far any difficulty has been removed by exegesis and punctuation: for 
the next problems textual evidence must be called in to assist. Modern 
critics seem fairly unanimous in following Tischendorf, as against 
Westcott and Hort, and ejecting the words ойс каї бтоотбАоус Фюубиаосу 
from verse 14 as a plain contamination from Luke vi 13. Decision is not 
quite so simple as to the opening words of verse 16, koi éroiyoev тойс 
бадеко: but the omitting and inserting groups are so nearly the same as in 
the last case that, if there is anything in the principle noscitur a sociis, 
this phrase is naturally treated as a companion interpolation and should 
also disappear. The names in the accusative, verses 17-19, will then 
depend directly on Zzoígozv of verse 14, an awkwardness which Matthew 
removes by commencing a new sentence, *Now the names of the Twelve 
Apostles were these'. Meyer's mountain has by now crumbled down to 
the rather ungrammatical parenthesis *and he gave Simon the name 
Peter" .? 

Our Lord had thus formed an inner circle, for intimate companionship 
and for missionary work, out of the whole number of his disciples. That 
is exactly the situation reflected in the two next mentions of the Twelve. 
In iv 10 ‘those who were round him with the Twelve’ oi пері отд» оў» 
тоїс ё0ӧскао, ask of him the meaning of the parables. In vi 7 he summons 
the Twelve, and sends them out in pairs on a missionary tour, 
Tpooxadstro тойс бабєка кої paro айтодс àmoaTéNNeu ӧбо úo : in 
vi 30 the ‘apostles’ or ‘missionaries’ return and report to him the results, 
and he retires with them privately to the wilder country across the lake. 

That is to say, he is from now onwards more and more concentrating 
himself on the training of a select few, more and more withdrawing him- 
self from his public ministry in Galilee. It was not done at any definite 
moment. There is a transition period, during which he reappears from 
time to time in Capernaum and its neighbourhood. ‘His disciples’ ts a 
general term describing those who were associated with him at any partic- 
ular moment. It becomes therefore a synonym for the Twelve, just in 
proportion as he journeys about more and more exclusively with them. 
Only the Twelve were with him in the desert place to which he retired for 


6 оїс кої ОлоотбХоус Фубиоюер absent from A C? D L W all Latins syr-sin and 
Armenian: found in XB С (ut vid) A © Ferrar group 28 sah. koi éxoinoey тойс бдбеко, 
absent from A CÓDL WO Јат.1 fam.13 all Latins syr-sin sah and Armenian: found in К 
BC A 565 700. The latter insertion may have been a marginal gloss to кої éxoinoer 
бобека of verse 14: the glossator wanted to substitute ‘the Twelve’ for ‘twelve’, and fear- 
ing that a mere тойс would not make his meaning clear, wrote the phrase in full. 


7 If with the Ferrar group and sah we could for 2той)0ер тойс dudexa read хротор 
Yípova, the last difficulty would go. But the evidence is far too slight, I am afraid. 
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privacy, so that oi pa@nrai ойтой in the episode of the feeding of the 
multitudes who had followed him there (vi 35-41) are naturally the 
Twelve. On the other hand when he returned to the west of the lake and 
the neighbourhood of Capernaum, ‘his disciples’ (vii 2) may reassume the 
larger meaning, though it should be noted that ‘his disciples’ who enter 
the house with him (vii 17) cannot have been an indefinitely large com- 
pany. 

From vii 24 to vii 37 there is no mention either of the Twelve or of the 
disciples: Jesus was, it would seem, alone. The succeeding verses, viii 1- 
10 are probably a variant tradition of vi 35-45. In the continuous narra- 
tive ‘his disciples’ first therefore reappear at viii 27 on the road to 
Caesarea Philippi, on the occasion of the great confession of faith which 
forms the climax of the earlier part of the Ministry. If I read the Gospel 
rightly, the ‘disciples’ are from this point onwards practically identical 
with the Twelve, and I do not think that the Evangelist or his authority 
intended to make distinction between them. Perhaps the summoning of 
*the crowd with his disciples', viii 34, may denote the older and larger 
body of followers. But the interval, if it was an interval, was a brief one, 
for less than a week (ix 2) separates the Confession from the Transfigura- 
tion, and the disciples of viii 27 are presumably also the disciples of ix 
14. From Caesarea Philippi to Jerusalem the record is one of almost con- 
tinuous movement. Once indeed Jesus revisited the scene of his earlier 
preaching, but it was, if one may use the phrase, incognito: “Шеу passed 
along through Galilee, and he would not that any should know,’ for the 
subject-matter of his teaching was appropriate to a narrower circle only, 
ix 30, 31. Three times the Evangelist reiterates the prophecy of the Pas- 
sion, viii 31, ix 31, x 33. On the first occasion the recipients were 
apparently the group of disciples who accompanied Jesus on the way to 
Caesarea Philippi, since when Peter was shocked by what was told him 
and burst into vehement protest, Jesus ‘turned round and saw his dis- 
ciples', viii 32, 33. On the second occasion the teaching was again 
addressed to ‘his disciples’, ix 31; on the third to the Twelve, х 32-34. 
There is an increasing definiteness of detail in the prophecy, but there 
seems to be no suggestion that those to whom it is addressed are other 
than before. 

No other interpretation of the later chapters of the Gospel, viii 27 
onwards (with the possible exception of viii 34), is so simple and so satis- 
factory as that which treats the phrases ‘the disciples’ and ‘the Twelve’, oi 
paroi офто? and oi ёоёска, as practically synonyms. 

*He was teaching his disciples ... and they came to Capernaum, and 
after going indoors he asked them what they had been talking about ... 
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and he called the Twelve ... and set a child in the middle of them,’ ix 31- 
35. Is it reasonable to think that one set of persons had been discussing 
who was greatest, and that the moral was pointed to a different set? 

The next two examples of the use of ‘the disciples’ tell us just the same 
tale. ‘And when he was in the house the disciples again put questions to 
him about’ the teaching he had been giving on divorce, x 10. Again we 
remind ourselves that those ‘in the house’ must have been a limited num- 
ber, as in vii 17 and ix 33. And when ‘the disciples’ rebuked the for- 
wardness of the mothers who brought children for his blessing, our Lord 
expressed his indignation in similar words and with the same action, 
ёусгүкоХодйреуос, as he had employed on the last occasion of the men- 
tion of the Twelve, x 13-16, cf ix 36, 37.8 

After the episode of the rich young man, ‘Jesus looked round on his 
disciples’ with the saying ‘How hard it will be for those with possessions 
to enter into the Kingdom of God,’ x 23. But immediately after, x 24, 
the disciples are addressed as тбкиа — here only in the Gospels, save for 
John xiii 33, текио, Ere pixpdv uc” йд» cipi — a term indicative of 
affection and intimacy such as could not be applied outside a very narrow 
circle. Those to whom he spoke had given up home and everything to 
follow him (x 28). That need not mean the Twelve only: but it must 
mean a very few. 

‘And they were on the road going up to Jerusalem: and Jesus went on 
ahead ... and they followed him in fear. And he took the Twelve again 
into his company’, and he repeated to them the prophecy of the Passion, 
connecting it now definitely with the very journey on which they had set 
out, x 32-34. It is an unnatural exegesis to distinguish between those 
from whom Jesus for the moment separated himself, and those whom he 
took ‘again’ into his company. 

Precisely the same conclusion is suggested by the request of the 
brothers James and John, x 35 ff. It created grave indignation — among 
whom? among ‘the disciples’? No, but among the remaining members of 
the Twelve, oi ббка, x 41. There may have been some few others with 
him: but it is the Twelve who fill the foreground throughout the journey. 


8 If these two episodes stood alone, there would no doubt be something to be said for 
Meyer’s hypothesis: the ‘Twelve’ source and the ‘disciples’ source had each, it might be 
suggested with some reason, an episode which emphasized by an appropriate action the 
necessity of the childlike spirit, the two stories being really variant accounts of the same 
thing. But they do not stand alone. We have in fact abundant evidence for the repetition 
by Jesus of the same teaching on different occasions, and also for the indifferent use by 
Mark, in the later chapters of his Gospel (ix 31, 35; xi 11, 14; xiv 12, 17), of the two 
phrases ‘his disciples’ and ‘the Twelve’ in reference to the same occasions. 
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Once more ‘his disciples’ leave Jericho with Jesus and the crowd, x 46: 
‘they draw near Jerusalem’, and at the Mount of Olives he sends on ‘two 
of his disciples’ to prepare for the triumphal entry, xi 1: he entered the 
city, went into the Temple, swept his glance round over everything, but it 
was late and he did no more that night, but went out to Bethany — with 
the Twelve, perà ти бдбека, хі 11. Next day on his return he pro- 
nounced the doom of the barren fig-tree ‘and his disciples heard it’ xi 14. 
Were the Twelve, then, who went out with him to Bethany in the eve- 
ning, different from the ‘disciples’ who came back with him in the morn- 
ing? 

From xi 27 to xii 34 the narrative is occupied by the public debates, if 
we may so put it, with the authorities at large, with the different parties 
separately, and with an individual scribe. The crisis is approaching: the 
breach is complete: for the last time Jesus teaches the crowd, and forces 
the situation by direct denunciation of the religious leaders of the people. 
If they give largely to the treasury, their income is extracted from helpless 
widows: and one such widow, he tells ‘his disciples’, had given more 
than any of them, xii 35-44. 

As he left the Temple, ‘one of his disciples’ called his attention to its 
magnificence: he answered with a prophecy of its destruction. They 
ascended the Mount of Olives: and the four leading apostles — the only 
apostles, unless Levi was one, who are mentioned by name (apart from 
Judas Iscariot) in the Gospel — asked him to explain himself further. It 
was apparently in answer to their request, and to them only, that he 
imparted his teaching about the End, xiii 5-37. 

So far then in these chapters there seems no valid reason for distin- 
guishing between ‘the disciples’ and ‘the Twelve’: and now we come 
immediately? to a very clear case for identification in xiv 12-17, where 
‘his disciples say to him Where do you want us to go and prepare for your 
passover? and he sends two of his disciples [Peter and John, according to 
Luke xxii 8] ... and the disciples went out and ... found just what he told 
them and prepared the passover: and in the evening he came with the 
Twelve’. Once more we ask, were the disciples who spoke about the pas- 
sover in the morning a separate set from the Twelve who kept it with 
Jesus in the evening? 


9 The reading of D and some Latins (not К) in xiv 4 oi 62 шавутої айтоб is a mere 
assimilation to Matt. xxvi 8. 
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After this the phrase ої dwdexa is not used again, save as a definition of 
Judas Iscariot, xiv 1010, 20, 43: nor oi новутоі, save in the Garden of 
Gethsemane, xiv 32, where it must mean those who were at the Last Sup- 
per, and in the angelic message, xvi 7, where it is in close connexion with 
Peter, єїжатє тоёс џкабттоїс отой кой то Петра. ‘His disciples’ are a 
group of which Peter is head. It is impossible not to be reminded of the 
apostolic Creed-form in 1 Cor. xv 3-5 mapédaBov ... бт @ф0т Куфа 
ita тоїс бобєка. 

The argument here developed does пої imply an absolute identification 
of the phrases ‘the disciples’ ‘the Twelve’ in the latter part of St Mark’s 
Gospel. There may have been a few in the band that accompanied Jesus 
on his last journey who were on the fringe of the Twelve but not actually 
belonging to it. What is asserted is that for practical purposes the phrases 
come to the same thing, and that the Evangelist neither meant a sharp 
distinction himself between the two nor composed his narrative out of two 
sources each of which used one, and one only, of them. The discrimina- 
tion of sources in the case of secondary documents like Matthew and Luke 
is of course one of the principal tasks of the critic. That every document 
is constructed on the basis of different literary sources is an assumption 
and an unjustifiable one. That Mark in particular used a ‘disciple’ source 
and a ‘Twelve’ source is in my judgement pure fantasy — or rather it 
could only be due to fantasy if it were not in fact due rather to Tendenz. 

Meyer has made up his mind that Jesus cannot have foreseen the con- 
tinuity of the movement which he called into being so far as to have 
equipped it with the rudiments of authority, and in that sense of organiza- 
tion, in the persons of the Twelve. That conclusion can only be estab- 
lished by a ruthless undermining of the evidence of St Mark’s Gospel as it 
stands: and Meyer does not shrink from this. I have tried to show on the 
other hand, firstly, that this Gospel represents a natural development in 
the Ministry of Jesus by which he gradually restricted his teaching, as it 
became more advanced and faced more and more clearly the apparent fail- 
ure of the movement, to a limited number of his followers; and secondly, 
that the ‘disciples’ who receive this later teaching being in effect the 
‘Twelve’, the Evangelist uses one or other phrase indifferently to describe 
them, and that any analysis which attempts to separate the two uses as 
indicating two rival sources raises so many difficulties that it can only be 
called, even on literary grounds, a failure. 


10 xiv 10 à eic тбу бдбеєка XB C" L. The reading is too strange to be an invention. 
I take it to mean ‘the Judas who was one of the Twelve’ as opposed to the Judas who was, 
according to St Mark’s list, not of the Twelve. 


УШ - Auxiliary апа quasi-auxiliary verbs. 
i. The past tense of the substantive verb ћу аар with present active, pre- 
sent or perfect passive, participle as auxiliary; exactly equivalent to our 
English ‘was’ ‘were’ with present and past participle (rare in Matthew: 
frequent in Mark апа Luke)t 


1. i 6 HY ó 'Ieárqc ér»ócbvuévoc трїхас короо ... kai йовши 
дкрібас. No parallel in Luke: altered by Matthew. In classical Greek 
this construction would be quite regular, but the tense would be pluper- 
fect and the meaning 'had been clothed'. Mark means *was clothed'. 

2. i 13 Ди èv тй дра ... перо{биерос̧ отд тоб Earav&, ‘was ... 
being tempted’, though both A.V. and R.V. have, less exactly, ‘was ... 
tempted'. Neither Matthew nor Luke is strictly parallel. Present passive 
participle only once again, in 17. 

3. i 22 Чи yàp биддокоР софтойс Gg &ovoiap Exwv, ‘was teaching’. 
The only case where both Matthew and Luke retain Marcan construction. 

4. i 33 Hv бли ў пбміс értovrmyuérg прдс THY ббрам. Not (of course) 
‘had been gathered’, but ‘was gathered’. No Synoptic parallel. 

5. i 39 їр» күрбооор siç тйс avvoryoryàc афтбу, ‘was preaching’. As 
pointed out in ch. ПІ of these Notes W-H give a wrong reading here with 
К B L яси, due to the desire to find a construction for siç. Not only 
does the Lucan parallel (iv 44) support тр, but Mark i 14 is decisive оп 
the same side: Jesus ‘came into Galilee preaching’, at the outset of His 
ministry, here He ‘continued preaching’. Luke retains the construction, 
Matthew alters it. 

6. ii 6 їюар 66 тиєс тбу ypappaTéwy дкеї кобфисуо: xoi 
біаїХоує(биеєрог, ‘were sitting there and discussing’. Matthew alters: Luke 
retains joav KaOypevor, but removes it to the opening of the story, v 17. 

7. ii 18 оор oi wadntai "Ioárov xoi ої Фарисойої рпотєбомтєс. The 
statement is dropped at this point Бу both Matthew and Luke. 

8. iv 38 айтіс ўи èv Th трбиуү ... ковєббоши. Again altered by both, 
by Matthew to the imperfect, by Luke to an aorist. 

9. у 5 jy» крё(ор кой korakómrov &avróv Хідоїс, ‘continually, night 
and day ... he was crying out and cutting himself ...' The verse is 
dropped in both derivative accounts. 

10. v 11 Ди бё дкеї ... &yédn xoipwv peyadn водкорбут. Retained by 
Matthew, probably because the verb need по! go with the participle: 
‘there was there a great herd feeding’, rather than ‘a great herd was feed- 
ing there’. Luke makes that clearer by altering to Booxopévwv.! 


1 Booxopéry in Luke viii 32, in spite of the strong authority of X B D (not d) Ө a, 
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11. vi 52 Чи ойт й Kapdia петороцбмт. No parallels. 

12. ix 4 xoi joav avrNaNobvrec 7H 'Igoo0. Both Matthew and Luke 
alter, Luke to the imperfect ovreA&AXovr, Matthew by suppressing joa 
and connecting the participle with the preceding verb. 

13. x 22 т» yàp Éxov xpüuora [v.l. ктўшото] ToAAá. Here it is 
Matthew who retains the Marcan construction, Luke who alters it (qv 
TAobGtog): but see further, on this verse and context, $ v 15 below. 

14. x 32a 7вар 62 ду тй 060 dvaBaivovtes siç "lepoaóNvuo. Luke 
omits the verse, Matthew quite alters the construction. 

15. x 32b. кої Hv профушу айтодс д `Їїтоойс. No parallels. 

16. xiv4 їсс dé rwec &yavakroüvrec прос баютобс. No parallel in 
Luke: Matthew alters to the aorist. 

17. xiv 40 ўооу yap офтфу ої ӧфдаћиої катоВароибиеро:. Matthew 
retains the construction but alters the present to the perfect participle: by 
so doing he may keep the letter of grammatical rule, but it is to the havoc 
of the sense, for the pluperfect is quite out of place. Their eyes ‘were 
being weighed down', not *had been weighed down'. There is no parallel 
in Luke. 

18. xiv 49 коб’ йиброгм йити трдс buds £v TQ ієрф бідйаком. Altered 
by Luke to a participle, бутос pov (avoiding two verbs connected with 
кої), by Matthew, because he disliked the construction, to дкавеїдитьи. 

19. xiv 54 dv сурковійиєрос perà TOv фтпретбу. Here for the first 
time both Matthew and Luke make the same alteration, substituting 
ёкббтто for ӯ» ауркавйиємос — though one has perà ту with Mark and 
the other uécog айтди. But it is not beyond the ordinary doctrine of 
chances that in this solitary case out of a list of twenty-four passages the 
two later Evangelists should independently hit on so simple a change. 

20. xv 7 ў» 62 д Aeyóutvo; BapaBBas perà TOY oroociwwoTGv 
беберброс. ‘Now the fellow called Barabbas was ... lying in prison’. 
A.V. wrongly separates ўи from бєбєд&рос, rendering ‘there was one ... 
Barabbas which lay bound'; R.V. is ambiguous. Mark's whole reference 
to Barabbas is so awkwardly expressed, that it is not to be wondered at 
that the story is re-drafted by the other two Evangelists. 

21. xv 26 jj» й ётгүрафӣ тйс airíac ойто Зпсуєурациби). Both the 
others change, partly perhaps because the brevity of the Marcan account 
seemed to call for expansion: Mark e.g. does not tell us where the 
inscription was put. 


looks like an assimilation to Matthew (and Mark). 
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22. xv 40 joap 58 кой yuvaikes бстд шакрбвер Gewpotoat. Retained by 
Matthew, probably for the reason suggested on no. 10 above: altered by 
Luke. 

23. xv 43 бс кої adTic HY проабехбиєрос THY Васі№еіор тоб Ócob. 
Altered by both, by Luke to the imperfect of the same verb, by Matthew 
to the aorist of another verb. 

24. xv 46 ду ирфрат б Hv AedaTouNnpEevov ёк пётрос̧, ‘which was 
hewn out’ A.V. rightly: R.V. which had rendered the idiom rightly in 1, 
4, 11, 21, at last found a chance to hark back to the classical pluperfect, 
‘which had been hewn out’. But Marcan usage is clear. Matthew 
changes to the active à é\arépyoev бу ті) пётра, Luke to the shorter but 
perhaps more ambiguous phrase би шийцаті Хаёсотд. 

The number of instances cited shews that we have here a favourite locu- 
tion of Mark. No difference has been made in the list between instances 
of the present active (or passive 2, 17) participle and instances of the per- 
fect passive participle, because it does not appear that Mark made any. 
But his most characteristic usage is with the present participle, ([2], 3, 5, 
6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, [17], 18, 19, 22, 23, or three out of 
every four cases), and it is exactly equivalent to our own use of the 
auxiliary verb and participle for the imperfect ‘he was teaching’ ‘they 
were fasting’ ‘he was in the stern sleeping’. Similarly the construction 
with the perfect passive participle corresponds closely enough to our ‘he 
was clothed’. Matthew very rarely uses any form of the construction; 
never with the present participle, except in the few cases he takes over 
unaltered from Mark, 3, 10, 13, 22. Luke on the other hand is not averse 
to it in the rest of his Gospel, but he prunes it away drastically from his 
Marcan material, leaving it only in the three first cases of his meeting 
with it, 3, 5, 6. 

It might almost be said that this construction with the auxiliary verb is 
for Mark, as for us, the real imperfect: for his use of the proper imperfect 
is little, if at all, removed from his use of the aorist. In cases such as ii 
27 хүс» айтоїс Tò o&BBarov бій Tov &vOpwrov ктА, or v 30 
ётиотрофейс èv TH 5xdw Ereyev Tiç pov їїфато; it seems quite impossible 
to read into ZAeyer any sense different from that of ccr. When Mark 
wants to give the continuous sense of the imperfect, he uses ди with the 
present participle: just as when he wants to give another shade of the 
imperfect, the inchoative sense, *began to do' a thing, he uses what is in 
effect another auxiliary verb, as we shall now see.? 


2 Both uses, Др with present participle and йрфато with present infinitive, reflect 
Aramaic use, cf. G.Dalman, Die Worte Jesu pp. 28, 21. 
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ii. The verb &pxopat (ijp£orro йрЕарто) with present infinitive as 
auxiliary for the imperfect (Matthew 10 times, Mark 26, Luke 18). 


1. 145 6 68 ёйи йрбато кпрбсоєі» ... Matthew omits the verse: 
Luke has a (roughly parallel) imperfect. 

2.1 23 oi рабттої avro) iptavro бббр тої» TíNNovreg ... Matthew 
retains ўрёегрто: Luke again substitutes an imperfect. 

3. iv 1 кої táv йріато биддакг» Tapa Tij» Өб№ассау. Both Mat- 
thew and Luke omit the phrase. 

4. v 17 кої parro тароакоћї» айтду &nerbsiv ... Both the other 
Synoptists change into an aorist. 

5. v 20 xai дт Афер кої ўрёато курбооки ... No parallel in Matthew: 
Luke substitutes a participle, da#Oev курбовор. 

6. vi 2 xoi "yevouévov oaBBdtov ўрёото біббакеї év TH ovvarywyf- 
No parallel in Luke: Matthew gives the imperfect. 

7. vi 7 ўрёато офтойс ОтоотбАХӨЄШ ӧбо ӧбо, кої &bíbov ойтоїс 
é£ovoíar... No strict parallel in either Synoptist: but for the imperfect 
дбібою both substitute the aorist Zwxev. Here, and often in Mark, йовато 
marks a ‘beginning’ in the sense of a new departure rather than a con- 
tinuous process. 

8. vi 34 xai йр ото бібдаксіу айтодс ToXAd. The whole phrase dis- 
appears from both the other accounts: but in the next verse Luke ix 12 has 
ў 98 тиёра йріато кХіиєіу. That is to say, he borrows Mark’s 7рЁото, 
but transfers it to something to which ‘beginning’ was strictly 
appropriate: ‘the sun began to get low’. 

9. vi 55 xoi 0рЁарто ёті TOG краВбттоцс тойс кокбс ExovTac 
періфбреїр. The whole paragraph is absent from Luke: Matthew sub- 
stitutes an aorist, просйиєукаг. 

10. viii 11 кої &£$A60v oi Фаресаїом кой 0 рЁорТо ovvlyteiv ойт. 
Matthew has an imperfect: Luke has the Q account of the demand for a 
sign (xi 29), and therefore leaves out Mark’s account. 

11. viii 31 кої йріато бібйакеїи сфтойс бт, бї... Retained by Mat- 
thew: Luke has an aorist participle. 

12. уш 32 каї проохавбиємос 6 Петрос отд» Hptaro дтітціби айтф. 
So also Matthew: Luke omits the episode. 

13. х 28 ўрёото Aévyew ó Петрос айто. In both the other accounts 
EUTEV. 
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14. x 32 ўрёото офтоїс Хбүси rà шбХХорта abt ovpBaiverv: just as 
мій 31, no. 11. Once more both Matthew and Luke have simply eizev. 

15. x 41 xai dxoboarres oi óéka ўрёорто Gryavaxteiv ... Luke, to save 
the credit of two leading apostles, omits all personal references in this 
episode: Matthew leaves the main story untouched, but for $o£avro 
&yavaxretv substitutes the aorist Tryovákrgoavr. 

16. x 47 (of Bartimaeus) ўрёато коб кої ХЄүси ... Very probably 
he did begin and go on with repeated cries: but both Matthew and Luke 
are, as usual, content with an aorist. 

17. xi 15 ўрёато ExBaddAEty тойс TwXobrrac. Matthew again has the 
aorist: Luke by exception (and so in no. 18) retains the Marcan phrase. 

18. xii 1 каї potaro айтоїс èv параВоћ№оїс XoXciv "ApTErdOva ... 
Matthew, having just inserted in the Marcan framework the parable of the 
Two Sons, naturally omits the whole phrase: Luke follows Mark again, as 
in the last preceding case. 

19. xiii 5 paro Хбуєги афтоёс ВХетете ил) тїс бийс пАамдст. Asin 
по. 11, it is a real commencement of new matter, the eschatological dis- 
course. Notwithstanding, both the other Synoptists prefer to treat our 
Lord’s words simply as an answer to the question put to Him, ‘When 
shall these things be?’ and so introduce them with an aorist. 

20. xiv 19 ўрёауто Хитеїовой Kai Aéyew стд ... Matthew retains 
дрЁорТо: Luke omits this and the following verse. perhaps because it 
seemed impossible that any but the actual traitor could have needed to put 
the question "15 it I? 

21. xiv 33 oaro ёкбошеТобон, кої дідпрореїу. Matthew once more 
retains ўоёото: Luke omits the whole verse. 

22. xiv 65 кої ўрёортб tives éumrücw сайта. For this Matthew has an 
aorist, Luke (better) an imperfect. 

23. xiv 69 кої ў тоибіакт (бодоо. айтди paro náv Xéyeiw. For this 
Matthew has a present tense, Luke an aorist. B and the Sahidic, moved 
by just the same considerations as the two Evangelists, substitute cime» in 
St. Mark for the characteristic language of the author. 

24. xiv 71 6 58 ўрёато фровератіїєм. So too Matthew: Luke, not 
liking to attribute oaths or curses to the apostle, contents himself with the 
statement of fact ‘Peter said’. 

25. xv 8 6 бхХос йофато ойтєїобол ... The verse has nothing cor- 
responding to it in the other two accounts. 

26. ху 18 каї parro &àamá(co0ot айтбу. Cf. no. 22: there, as here, 
Matthew has, instead of ўоёорто, an aorist. No parallel in Luke. 

Out of these twenty-six instances, there are parallels in Matthew to 
nineteen, in Luke to fifteen: Matthew gets rid of #p£a(v)7o thirteen times, 
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or twice in every three, Luke twelve times, or four times out of every 
five. As with regard to the substantive verb and participle, so here Mat- 
thew is averse to the construction himself, and where he does use it it is 
more often than not (six times out of ten: see 2, 11, 12, 20, 21, 24) taken 
over straight from Mark; while conversely Luke is again not so dis- 
inclined to the usage on his own account, but leaves it unaltered in Mark 
less often than Matthew, 17, 18, and see on 8. 


iii. The verb 6óvo доц as auxiliary (altogether Matthew 27 times, 
Mark 33, Luke 26).1 


Not only is the verb dévapor more common in Mark than in either 
Matthew or Luke, but in many cases its force is so weakened that it 
becomes almost an auxiliary verb, and corresponds to our *can' *could' or 
even ‘may’ ‘might’. Translation of this shade of meaning is therefore 
easy in English, and the Authorized Version uses ordinarily ‘can’ and 
‘could’, but in iv 32 ‘may’, in xiv 5 ‘might have been sold’, and in iv 33 
‘as they were able’. In about half the cases of the use of бдуоцдоц in St. 
Mark, there is nothing remarkable about it, and they will not be cited 
here: where there are parallels in the other Synoptists, they do not shrink 
from repeating Mark's phraseology; where, as in the majority of cases, a 
negative is expressed or implied, we could paraphrase ‘it is impossible’. 
But in the other half Mark’s usage of Sévapac is tending towards an 
auxiliary sense, and any rendering like ‘it is not possible’ would 
exaggerate his meaning: R.V. (though it may be right in substituting ‘are 
able’ for the ‘can’ of A.V. in Mark x 38, 39) goes wrong when it tries to 
represent the future бии  0тон (iii 25, viii 4, ix 39) by ‘will (shall) be 
able’: for the ‘can’ of A.V. all that is necessary is to put ‘could’. 

The cases that follow are those where the weakened or auxiliary use is 
probable or at least possible. 

1. i 45 Gore pnxér abróv ббраєдої sig тбміу pavep&> sioedBetv. 
There was no physical impossibility: A.V., R.V., rightly ‘could no 
more’. No parallel in Matthew or Luke. 

2. iii 20 Gore ил) ббраєвой айтойс ил)бг prov фогуєїу. No parallels: 
but cf. Mark vi 31 0068 фогуєїи ebxaipovy where the sense is practically 
the same as in iii 20 ‘They could not even get a meal’. Again no question 
of physical impossibility. 

3. ш 23, 24, 25, 26 пёс SéivaTaL LaTavac Eorravày ёкбалавш, ... ой 
divatot отогон... ой Suvpjoetae orvat ... ob ббротої orvat. Proba- 
bly Matthew and Luke take the passage from Q: in any case they avoid 
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the use of ббрацом right through. (But Matthew follows Mark iii 27 in 
using it of the entry into the strong man’s house.) 

4. iv 32 Gore бброобоц йто Tijv акібу отой TÈ TETELVa тод ойрарої 
котосктроду. Matthew retains Mark’s construction but substitutes 2А0єїи 
for б06Рообойц: Luke turns the clause into a statement of fact кої ... 
xaTeoxyvwoev. Q may once more have affected Matthew and Luke: but 
anyhow they have in fact both avoided Mark's бйраавог, which A.V. 
very well renders ‘may’. 

5. iv 33. He spoke the word to them іп parables кадбс ўӧброрто 
дкобеїи. No parallel in Luke: Matthew omits the phrase. A.V. and R.V. 
‘as they were able to hear it’, but I suspect that Mark does not mean more 
than ‘in proportion to their capacity’ ‘as they could hear’. 

6. vi 5 ойк дбйрато ёкєї tooa. obdcpiav Sivapiv. No parallel: but 
obviously Mark means that it was a moral impossibility for Christ to 
work miracles where there was not faith to correspond. Both our versions 
rightly ‘could there do’. 

7. vii 15 6 varar кого сйтбу (cf. у. 18). No parallel in Luke: 
Matthew substitutes the simple когрої, because ‘can defile’ hardly means 
more here than ‘does defile’. 

8. ix 39 obdcic yap ё07:» Oc топо Sivapey ёті TQ Óvóuorrí pov кої 
боуфдстоц таҳ? Kaxodoyjoai us. ‘Could easily revile me’ is surely the 
right shade of the meaning, rather than ‘shall be able to’ of R.V. No 
parallel in Matthew or Luke. 

9. xiv 5 4dévaTo yàp тобто тд бром прабђиог .. So Matthew: no 
parallel in Luke. ‘Might have been sold’ A.V. and R.V., rightly. 

10. xiv 7 órav O&AnTE ббрааве ... єў тойсо. Matthew omits: Luke 
again has no parallel. A.V. ‘whensoever ye will ye may do them good’ is 
exactly right: ‘can do them good’ of R.V. is unnecessary, and ‘are able to 
do them good’ would be an exaggeration of emphasis. 

Consideration of Mark's use of бйрашой does not perhaps at first sight 
compel us to conclusions so clear as those of the two preceding sections 
of this paper. But it cannot be without significance that Mark uses this 
verb, in proportion to the length of his Gospel, about twice as often as the 
other two Synoptists: and that being so, I think it is legitimate to apply 
the presumption to be drawn from his use of auxiliary verbs in general to 
this particular case. The parallel of our own language shows us how a 
verb like ‘can’ has tended to lose something of its original force: ‘can you 
come to lunch to-morrow?’ is intermediate between ‘will you come?’ and 
‘are you able to come?’ Verbs like ідубш begin to replace the stricter 
meaning of dbvape in later Greek. In Mark ix 18 ‘I said to thy disciples 
that they should cast it out’ xoi ойк foxvoay, both the other Synoptists 
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substitute ойк йдбурйвтасу, perhaps from ойк йбумдвтиєм of Mark ix 28. 
Did the father use a stronger word than the apostles? 


iv. The verb 0£No as auxiliary (altogether Matthew 39 times, Mark 25, 
Luke 28). 


Ө\№о is even more definitely an auxiliary in Mark than dévapar. It 
cannot indeed be distinguished from GoóXoport, since the latter word has 
almost dropped out from the language of the Gospels, and 6é\w has 
replaced it. But 6édw itself hardly expresses the idea of a strong definite 
wish: for that sense other words have to be found, and 0£Xw in Mark сап 
almost always be rendered by our own auxiliary verbs ‘will’ (in the pre- 
sent tense) and ‘would’ (in the past). Since, however, we use ‘shall’ and 
not ‘will’ as the auxiliary verb in the first person (singular and plural), 
the rule does not apply to the forms 6é\w 0éAoper: Mark vi 25 0£X« fva 
é£avrfc біс дог is really mistranslated by the ‘I will’ of both A.V. and 
R.V.: х 35 0\оџғу va б àv oirájoouérv cc Tovjonc uiv is better 
rendered by them ‘we would’; ‘I want’ or ‘I should like’ would be the 
most exact equivalents, and so indeed also, though the existing rendering 
has too sacred associations to be replaced by any other, in xiv 36. 

It is interesting to note further how often in Mark the verbs 64\w and 
дбусцисц, our ‘would’ and ‘could’, stand in context and contrast with one 
another: i 40 ёйи 0éAnc Sévacai pe кадарісои, ‘if you would, you could 
make me clean’; vi 19 506Хєр abróv бтоктєїрои кой ойк йбброто, ‘she 
would have killed him, but could not’ (A.V. is right: R.V. ‘desired to kill 
him’ is wrong); vii 24 obóéra  дєХєр урброд кой ойк 16vráo0q Хоер, 
‘he would have remained incognito, but could not’; xiv 7 бта» 0£Xqre 
ӧбуосбє айтоїс Tárrore eù toroa, ‘if you would, you could be bene- 
fiting them continually’. 

That 0£Xc must not be translated ‘wish’ or ‘desire’ in St. Mark is made 
abundantly clear by vi 48 50:Хєр тарехвєїи офтобс̧, which of course does 
not mean 'He desired to pass them by', but exactly what we express by 
*He would have passed them by' — if they had not noticed Him and 
stopped Him. 

Now let us take some other passages in order, and see how they fit in 
with the principles of rendering just enunciated. 

iii 13 тооскоћеїтои оўс ў0е№єу avróg. Here we approach nearer than 
anywhere else in the Gospel to the sense of ‘choice’, and it is possible that 
this is just what is suggested by the otherwise inexplicable айтбс. For 
obviously it cannot mean *whom he himself selected and not somebody 
else’, so that R.V.’s ‘whom he himself would’ is pure nonsense: and 
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though St Mark wrote a Greek of his own and not that of the grammars, 
he meant something by it. Faute de mieux, it may therefore not be too 
bold to suggest that what he did mean by сїтбс was to add the element of 
personal choice to the colourless word #@eXev, and so for A.V. ‘whom he 
would’ I would substitute ‘whom he willed’. 

vi 26 ойк HOéAnoEY ó0crfoot ст р. For ‘he would not reject her’ I 
should be inclined to write ‘he did not want to reject her’. That is, I 
think, the best rendering where a negative precedes 0é)\w. 

viii 34 єї тїс Oédet дтїво шою édOciv. A.V. is right with ‘will come 
after me’, rather than R.V. with ‘would come after me’. Note that in the 
next verse бс àv 0 ooa is strictly parallel to öç $ ёр ó&voAéos. — 
for it will hardly be suggested that a *will to save life' is contrasted with 
an accidental or involuntary loss of it. No instances could show more 
clearly that 0£Xc is practically an auxiliary verb, and nothing else. 

So ix 35, x 43. 

іх 13 ézoígoav abrQ боо ў0сХоу. Both A.V. and R.V. ‘what they 
listed’: that is, in modern English, ‘what they liked’. Not ‘what they 
willed’. 

х 36 ті OédeTe тогоо) бийг: Our authorities vary a good deal in these 
words, but the reading is borne out by x 51 ті oot бёХєєс Tovjow; xiv 12 
пої Ө&Мвс йтелвбртєс ETotpdowper; ХУ 9 0£Nere ОтоХбоо dyiv; and 
possibly ху 12 ті оби [0\тє] тоди; ‘What would ye I should do?’ or 
in more modernized English ‘what do you want me to do?? The 
extraordinary reading of N^ B Y in x 36 ті Ө&хстё pe тома bpiv; is 
relegated to the margin of W-H, and must presumably be a conflation 
between two readings 7oujow and pe пог) дол. 

xii 38 rà» урошратбор тбу 0cNóvrov бу aroNoig перітатеїу. A.V. 
‘love’ is a shade too strong: but it is nearer the mark than R.V. ‘desire’. 
Our exact equivalent is ‘like’ to walk in their best clothes. 

One remaining word, and it is an important one, must be said about the 
construction 6éAw tva.* It is found three times in Mark, vi 25 6é\w iva 
&£avrijg б@с pow ёті піракі Thy Kedar "Iwavov, ix 30 kai ойк HOedsv 
Тра Tig "yvot, х 35 bédopev iva б éàv от дор» oe wovjons түрс», where 
the idiomatic rendering is, I think, ‘I want you to give me’ ‘He did not 


3 In ix 5 the ordinary texts give каї Toujowper треїс oxnvac, and Luke too has кої 
топозду: but Matthew has єї 0édst¢ Totjow, and whence did he derive ei бЕЄХЄєс, unless 
he read in Mark either бЕХНєс тойсо with D b ff i, ог бӨнс woujooper with Ө fam 13 
565? ‘would you like us to make three tabernacles?’ 


4 The use of vo in Mark demands special treatment. It is found 58 times in Mark, as 
against 33 and 37 times respectively in the longer Gospels of Matthew and Luke. 
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want any one to know’ ‘We want you to give us’: once apiece in Matthew 
and Luke but in the same phrase, Matt. vii 12 = Luke vi 31 боо èàv 
Өте (каві Orere) (va. тоог бийр oi бубрштог, where perhaps the 
phrase of Q was already so ingrained in Christian use as not to permit of 
change: once in John, xvii 24. Now бё Хо vá is the modern Greek for the 
future tense: obviously the косий of the first century A.D. was already 
moving in that direction, and Mark of all the Evangelists most nearly 
represents the xou unaffected by literary tradition. The usage of 
auxiliary verbs was already beginning to establish itself. 


у. The verb Éxc (73 times in Matthew, 68 in Mark, 76 in Luke). 


The account of auxiliary and quasi-auxiliary verbs would be incomplete 
without some treatment of the verb Ёхо, which shares with the words 
hitherto treated a disproportionate frequency of usage in Mark as com- 
pared with Matthew and Luke, though it is not strictly auxiliary. Only in 
two passages is there anything like an echo of the low-Latin idiom of 
habeo with the past participle passive which has as we know established 
itself іп the languages of Western Europe: iii 1 ёрдротос éEnoappévny 
ëxwv Ti» хєїра, УШ 17 тєторорёир Éyere тїр карбіам iur; That 
does a little bit suggest arefactam habens manum, and Matthew and Luke 
both instinctively substitute the adjective £gpá for the participle 
бЕпрацибут: they have nothing parallel to viii 17. The papyri and 
modern Greek, I am told, show that Greek as well as Latin developed 
along the lines of the auxiliary use of ‘have’ with the perfect participle; 
and that would account for the two instances in Mark. 

But Mark’s fondness for йуєгу goes much farther than this, and the 
tendency of the two other Synoptists, and especially Luke, to modify 
Mark's language on many of the occasions of its use, is worth recording. 
I do not propose to examine all, or anything like all, of the sixty-eight 
instances where yw occurs: any Greek writer, literary or not, will of 
course be found to make regular use of the word: what is peculiar to 
Mark is partly just his fondness for it, partly certain characteristic meth- 
ods of employing it where a better trained writer like Luke will generally 
avoid it. 

1. i 22 wo é£ovoíar Éyov. So Matthew: but Luke gets rid of Ёхор by 
writing ўи v 2Ёороо 0 Хбүос abrod. In ii 10, iii 15, the same phrase is 
followed by an infinitive, which makes all the difference. 

2.132 тойс какбс Exovrac, cf. 134, ii 17, vi 55. In classical Greek 
this would be кокбс "páocovrac ог кокс таохогтас: and therefore, 
though Matthew has no objection to the phrase, Luke avoids it here, 
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though he does not alter it where our Lord is the speaker, ii 17 xpeíav 
Exovow ... іатрої ... оі кок@с Éxovrec — probably a proverbial phrase, 
and for that reason also more difficult of change. 

3. ii 19 боо» xpóvov Exovaty Tov vuydíov per сйтбу, cf. xiv 7 тартотє 
тойс птохойс̧ ÉXere ped’ баютір. 1а ii 19 both Matthew and Luke omit 
the phrase, primarily no doubt because it is redundant after à» @ ó 
ууифіос per айту éoriv. But the use with ерон is the use satisfactory to 
Luke, cf. 1, 5, 9, 13. 

4. ii 25 xpeíav Soxev. Omitted by Matthew and Luke, and character- 
istically Marcan: but quite classical with a genitive following, ii 17, xi 3, 
xiv 63, and retained on each occasion by both Matthew and Luke. 

5. iii 1, 3 &ypappévny Éxov Tij» хєїро (see above), тф тй» хєїра 
ЁхорРТ, £npáy: on the first of the two occasions Luke vi 6 substitutes 7) 
хєїр афтод й betta Ди Enod, cf, 1, 3. See the next note. 

6. iii 10 боо: cixov u&orcyac, cf. iii 22 ВеєїєВойм Exet, iii 30 тусбиа 
дкбвартом Exe, v 15 тӧр éoxqkóra Tov Meyiðva, vii 25 єє» 7d 
боүбтріо» ст  с TvcÜuo дкабартор, ix 17 Éxyovra пьєдро ФАОХОР. Of 
these six cases of £xetv neither Matthew nor Luke (where they have paral- 
lels at all) retains апу опе. Luke paraphrases with oi ёрохХобивуог Ux ... 
ad’ об rà боцибио ёсу (but in viii 27 he writes шр бацибрио), 
Matthew with какіс йхортєс, как@с̧ Oouovi(erot, кокфс TÓOXEL. 
Mark's use would seem to be sort of colloquial idiom, somewhat resem- 
bling our own 'a man with an unclean spirit" and the like. 

7. iii 29 ойк Éxet &óeow. Both Matthew and Luke substitute the cog- 
nate verb бфісобдои. Mark's use is very un-Greek — ‘to have forgiveness’ 
instead of ‘to be forgiven’ — and no better example of his exaggerated 
use of £yetw could be found. 

8. iv 5, 5, 6, 17 ойк exer гүй? тоХХ, бий TO ил) Éxew BABS гүйс, бід 
TÒ ph Éxetv pilav, ойк Exovowv pifav. There is nothing wrong in these 
phrases, but they do illustrate the limitations of Mark’s vocabulary and 
his fondness for an elementary verb like йхєї. Precisely similar is his 
repeated usage, for instance, of £pxco0ot. 

9. iv 40 обто Exere піатіу; cf. хі 22 Ёхєтє тїати» сод. Again nothing 
absolutely incorrect, and Matthew has the construction three times, the 
Epistle of James twice. But common as тїотсс is in St Paul's Epistles, 
Éxew míor.w only occurs three times. Luke viii 25 changes to qo ў 
тідтіс vuv; 

10. v 3 котоктор sixev èv roig uvýpaow. Again Luke changes noun 
with Éxetv to verb Ёисуєр, viii 27. 
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11. v 23 éoxárwg Exer. A colloquial phrase, unique in N.T., and con- 
demned by purists as not found in Attic writers: see Rutherford The New 
Phrynichus p. 481. Both Matthew and Luke alter it. 

12. vi 34 &¢ трббата ph Éxovra поцібра, ‘as sheep without a 
shepherd', see on 6 above. The phrase is adopted by Matthew in another 
context, Matt. ix 36. The idea is frequent in O.T., but the LXX (cf. 
Luke’s usage, see on 3 above) always renders oig ойк оту тоц 
(Swete). 

13. vi 38, viii 5 тбооос бртоос Ёхєтє, Matthew on both occasions has 
the same construction as Mark: Luke here (no parallel to viii 5) changes 
once more to the construction with sivat, see on 3, ойк sioty hutv TActoy 
ў... But in viii 16, 17 бт: &provc ойк Éxovatr, бте &provg ойк Éxere (по 
Lucan parallel), Matthew substitutes 2А4 оир, &А&8єтє. 

14. ix 50 &yere ёр бацтоїс ба. Мо parallel: but perhaps Matthew's 
busic 2072 тд бас тйс уйс (Matt. v 13) represents the Q form of the 
same Saying. 

15. x 21 боо Éxetc TAA GOV, 22 Hv yap Exwv хрбиато тоХАФ, 23 oi 
Ta хо шагта Éxovreg. It is curious that Luke retains the first and third of 
these contiguous phrases, and changes the second to 7 yap тХАобогос 
офбёра, while Matthew retains in substance the second (with ктудсстог for 
хрйиато) but changes the first to mHAno6y 000 rà йт@рдхорто and the 
third to тА\ойотос. Obviously the common instinct of both was to modify 
at some point or another Mark's superabundant use of йуєги in this con- 
text. 

16. хі 13 сук»... Ёхоовар ФбАХс, "а fig-tree in leaf" ‘with leaves’. 
Luke omits the whole episode because of its difficulty, Matthew omits 
Ёхоооар ФбХХо, perhaps simply because the phrase immediately follow- 
ing 'nothing but leaves' sufficiently implies that there were leaves. 

17. хіі 6 & Eva sixev viov óyomqróv. Both Matthew and Luke 
reconstruct the phrase, perhaps just in order to get rid of &yw in this con- 
nexion. A Greek would naturally have written not exer шібу, but и 
айто vióc. 

18. xiv 8 б бохєр éoínocr, ‘what she could she did’. Luke omits the 
episode, because he has already given a similar story in vii 37 ff: Mat- 
thew omits this sentence, it may be only to get rid of the collocation £y? 
ov mavrote Exete 0 Eoxev ... But the parallels which Swete quotes from 
Luke to this use of £yc (Luke vii 42, xii 4, xiv 14, Acts iv 14) are not 
strictly in point, for in each of them a negative precedes, and that makes a 
real difference. 
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Nothing was said above of і 38 ràc ёхорёРос коротбХс, because this 
use of the participle of the middle voice is not in pari materia with the 
rest of the passages enumerated, and moreover it is quite good Greek. 


APPENDIX 
eldévat, ywdokew, émvyuwaokew, substantially identical in sense in Mark. 

We are all familiar with the distinction in classical Greek between 
£ió£vot ‘to know by intuition’ and угидако ‘to know by experience or 
learning’, or in other words between ‘knowing’ and ‘learning’. But does 
this distinction exist for St Mark? Does not the process of degeneration 
of the language of which we have been accumulating evidence extend to 
these two similar verbs as well? 

1. iv 13 ойк оїбате тў» TapaBodjy. тофту; koi Tao пбсос̧ тйс 
тараболас *yvco0£00c; (no parallel in Matthew ог Luke). 

Both A.V. and R.V. translate both words ‘know’: but Swete ad loc. 
would draw the ordinary distinction between ‘knowledge which comes 
from intuition or insight’ and ‘that which is gained by experience or 
acquaintance'. Our versions are right, if only for the reason that there is 
no future of eióérot in N.T.: сібйдсш is only once found (Heb. viii 11), 
and that in a quotation from the LXX. But if yrdoouas is used as the 
future of cidévar — as it certainly appears to be in this passage — а 
presumption is already created that in Mark at any rate the two verbs are 
not really distinguishable. That presumption appears to be borne out in 
the passages which follow. 

2. v 29, 33 бүрш тд орот бт. батоц ATÒ Tfjg иботгүос̧ ... eióvia б 
yéyovev афтӣ. 

Our versions make the distinction of ‘felt’ and ‘knowing’: but I do not 
think there is any justification for this, beyond perhaps the consideration 
that -y,pcooxc may tend to be used where the sphere of knowledge, оошот: 
ог пребрнаті, is expressed. 

3. xiii 28, 29; 33, 35 yerdoxerar бт: бууйс тд Өёрос ёотіу ... 
yuwGokere бт: бууйс ёсті» émi 00роис̧ ... ойк olborre yap пбтє б каїрбс 
[ċor] ... ок оїбате yap тбтє 0 кбріос тйс оікіос̧ Ёрхєтси. 

Here it is not easy to give any other rendering throughout than ‘know’. 
All that can be said is that it is practically a rule with the negative to use 
oware rather than угидакете: cf. iv 27, ix 6, х 38, хі 33, xii 24, xiii 32, 
xiv 40. 

4. xii 12 čyvwoav yap br прос офтоёс Tij» тарафоХ sizer, and xv 
10 éyivwoxer yàp бт бий $06vov wapadedaxetoay отбу (where Matthew 
at any rate thought that ўбег was the proper word to use) contrasted with 
ii 10 (va 58 сібітє бт sEovoiay Eyer ó vióg тоб фрдротої adiévat 
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Gpaptiag and xi 32 бтартес yap Fdevoav Tov 'leárq» битою бт! 
трофіїттс Пр. Here I read #5evcav confidently with D W Ө 565 700 and 
O.L. including Ж: for (i) the alternative reading eixov is easily explained 
as introduced from Matthew, (ії) #Setoay suits better than єёхор with the 
word бртос — you can ‘know of a surety’, but how сап you ‘regard of a 
surety’? 

Does Mark mean to distinguish in these two sets of passages between 
two sorts of knowledge as predicated on these different occasions of 
Scribes and Pharisees, of Pilate, and of the crowd? I think the words are 
synonymous. 

5. ii 8, v 30, viii 17, xii 15: the participles умойс, émvyvotc, cidwc, as 
used of our Lord. 

ii 8 xoi єйвіс ётгүроўс 6 “Inoots 70 трєйроті афтод бт. обтос 
ё:аћотѓ{ортои ... For this and the next case see on 2 above. 

у 30 xai є000с б "Тоос ётгүроўс év ёоут@ Tiv è abro) б0РОЦАР 
28 6Хдофоору ... 

уй 17 xoi уройс̧ Aéyet абтоїс Ti бісхоуіїєове бт. Goprovc ойк Exere; 

xii 15 0 ёё cidwo айтбр THY 0тбкриоиу єїтєу афтоёс Ti ue пєрбќєтє; 
So BCL A A V ak Vulg. Syriac and Egyptian versions against iócv об 
the rest: and in spite of xii 34 (and xii 28?) the preponderance of authority 
for ciddc here seems decisive.? 

It does not seem possible to distinguish any difference of meaning 
between the three verbs as used of our Lord's knowledge in these four 
passages. What distinction there is is perhaps опе of tense — cidw¢ being 
the present, умобс and ётгууобс the aorist: yuvóokov, ётгүнхдакор, are 
not found in Mark. In other words, when Mark wanted to write a present 
participle, he used that of оѓо: when he was writing an aorist, he turned 
to угидско) ог émvyuwóoko. Just as with oare and yraosabe, so with 
єібос̧ and уройс, we construct the complete paradigm only by the help of 
the two verbs. 

The practical identity of усидока and бпеугрдака seems to be borne 
out by a comparison of vi 33 xoi &yvwoav Toroi (if ме read É£yyocav 
with B D and fam. 1) koi пей ... ovvéópo or and vi 54 єйвіс ётгүубитес 
айтбр періббраром ... 


5 Even if eiddc is not the correct reading in this passage, the participle reappears in v 
33 (quoted above) and vi 20 of Herod ёфо$вїто tòr Лоби, sida айтди &vdpa біколої 


кої &yiov. So for the other two verbs cf. vi 54 єйӨўс éxeyvévtes avróv and xv 45 уроїс 
&10 TOD KevyTUpiwvos. 


ЇХ. Lexical notes оп (1) some бтоЁ Хеубрєрої: words used once in Mark, 
and nowhere else in the Gospels: (2) some words or phrases of common 
occurrence in Mark but rare in Matthew or Luke. 


(1) 
атоотераїр.1 

Mark х 19 рӯ атоотер ос... The word occurs among the list of the 
Commandments, and is clearly intended to be one of them: but because it 
does not in terms correspond to the Old Testament lists, it is dropped by 
both Matthew and Luke. It is quite certainly genuine, and is indeed 
presumably the source of the inclusion of ‘fraud’ among irremissible sins 
in the penitential discipline of the early Western Church. If ці 
торусборс (after pù иогхсборс) at the beginning of the Marcan list is, as 
І suspect, genuine, then just as the Seventh Commandment is extended to 
include fornication, so here we may suppose the Eighth is extended to 
include fraud as well as literal theft. 

For the use of à&voorepsirv in non-Christian writers I need do no more 
than refer to Field's admirable note ad loc. (Notes on the Translation of 
the New Testament p. 33): its technical meaning is that of holding back 
*money or goods deposited with another for safe keeping'. But it is, I 
think, worth while to add some references from Christian writers, or in 
one case from a non-Christian writer in relation to Christian ethics; and 
with that object I begin by shewing that the earliest Latin rendering of 
ómoorepeir is abnegare. 

Mark x 19 "пе abnegaueris’ k, ‘non abnegabis’ a с. Hermas Mand. iii 
2 атоотерттої тоб Kupiov, lat. ‘abnegant Dominum’: Mand. viii 5 
&тоотёртуд1с‚ lat. ‘ab abnegantia’. We can therefore confidently assume 
that where we find ‘abnegare’ in an appropriate context, it corresponds to 
anoorepety. 

Pliny ep. ad Traianum 96(Lightfoot, S. Ignatius i pp. 50-53: the well 
known letter about the Christians) ‘seque sacramento non in scelus ali- 
quod obstringere, sed ne furta, ne latrocinia, ne adulteria commiterent, ne 
fidem fallerent, ne depositum appellati abnegarent’. 

Hermas Mand. їй 2 oi оду yevõópevot beTodo. Tov Kúpiov, кой 
yivovrat бтостєрттої тоў Kupiov, uù тпарабідортєс abro Thy 
таракатобікти ди EXaBov. EkaBov yap пьсдра бфеустом тобто ёар 
үеибёс arodaowov, epiavav тїр évroN]v Tod Kupiov кої ёүёрорто 
астоотертүтси. 

Id. Mand. viii 5 коі ye тоАХб, фтор, EoT Gd’ фу det Tov бойХоР той 
Особ ёүкратебсобои”  кАЄршо, Pedopa, йтоотёрто:с, Vevóouoprvpía, 
TAsovetia ктХ. 
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Id. Sim. vi 5. 5 6 0Ё0хоХос ... кої ӧ догхдс Kai 6 ué0vooc кой 6 
каталоћос̧ kai 0 феботүс koi Ó пћєорёктс koi 0 Отоотсртүт с кої 0 
тобтогс TH Ó OLA TOLV KTA. 

Cyprian ep. lii 1 (Hartel 617. 1) ‘Nicostratum quoque diaconio sanctae 
administrationis amisso, ecclesiasticis pecuniis sacrilega fraude subtractis 
et uiduarum ac pupillorum depositis denegatis ...’ 


кефсдчбо. T 

Mark хи 4 кої там» алёотсиАсу трдс афтойс GXXov 6o0Xov: k&kcivov 
ФкефодХ оор кої ўтіросоу. 

Our authorities vary between éxedadiwcav (К B L Y) and 
éxegdaraiwoav (A С D Ө etc.): кефоћмбо 15 not given in Liddell and 
Scott, кефаХанба only — apart from this passage in Mark — in the sense 
‘to sum up’. The earliest Latin rendering is ‘decollauerunt’ k: but the 
injury implied must be something between the йбеграр of verse 3 and the 
атёктсирар of verse 5, and it must be on the same plane with ўтѓџасор: 
in other words, it must be some sort of treatment which would degrade a 
man, or at any rate make him look ridiculous. I do not see that to ‘knock 
on the head', even if we could get that sense out of the Greek word, 
which is all but impossible, satisfies this condition: and I see no alterna- 
tive but conjectural emendation. Burkitt proposes ёко\афсар: but how 
is ‘slapped’ a worse form of punishment than ‘thrashed’? and why should 
a fairly familiar word have suffered so gross a corruption? Very tenta- 
tively I suggest, that a metathesis of the syllables xe and фо has taken 
place, such as might occur with an unfamiliar word, and that we should 
read égdaxedXiwoayv (or éfaxé\woay), ‘trussed him up in a bundle’. 
ФфакеХос is a classical word, and the verbal form $oeAóc is quoted іп L. 
S. from the Byzantine writer Nicetas. I notice too in Thumb that фогкібмі. 
is modern Greek for a turban. If this were the true reading, the procedure 
indicated would be preparatory to some degrading process expressed by 
Hripacav. 


Tpoóobrat. 

Mark xiv 10 fva ойтду пробої (or пробої avTOv) афтоїс is the reading 
ofDcik vulg (proderet), where the other texts have the verb elsewhere 
always used in the Gospels, торобо (traderet). In the next verse піс 
aitéy єкоірос̧ торобо stands without variant. I suspect that the 
Western reading in verse 10 is correct. The contrast between пробої and 
Tapaboi is very much to the point, qmpoóobrvou meaning ‘to betray’, 
торобоёРоц properly to ‘hand over’, ‘deliver up’ to the chief priests. 
And it seems much more likely that the normal tapaédodvon should be 
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introduced by scribes and editors in place of the unusual word, than that 
the unusual word should have been, on this one occasion, introduced at 
all. 

On the assumption then that продої is genuine, it will be, with Luke vi 
16 ‘Totéayv окар: öç éyévero проёбтус̧, the only New Testament 
source of any usage of трободРоц троббтэс, prodere proditor, in early 
Greek and Latin Christian literature. But while proditor is good Latin 
enough, there is no noun тородёбттс̧ in Greek, and therefore проббтіс 
was inevitable (as well as пробосіо), but for the verb тарабобра tradere 
is so all but universal in the Gospels in connexion with Judas that any evi- 
dence for the use of the alternative word in Christian antiquity seems 
worth collecting. 

Martyrium Polycarpi vi 1, 26 вірйраруос б KEKAnpwpéevos тд отд 
óvoua, "Нофбітс 42т(Асүбисуос, Фотсибєр cig 70 отайоР avTOv 
відасуагуєї (va éketvoc uev Tov Giov kAfjpov aTapTion Хрістод kourcvóg 
yevouevoc, oi 62 троббутєс айтди Tiv abrobD тої “lotda б0ябохош» 
тиіраріай. 

But this single example of пробоброл refers primarily to the betrayal of 
Polycarp by a domestic rather than to the betrayal of Christ by Judas. 
One cannot therefore, on the evidence so far available, establish any 
influence of the solitary instance of zpododvar in St Mark, even if it is 
genuine, on Greek Christian usage. 

The case for prodere in Latin is more respectable. It is of course clear 
that пробої in Mark xiv 10, whether or по it is original, was the word 
rendered by the earliest Latin version: and the two writers now to be cited 
may or may not have derived their use of prodere from its use in this one 
instance in their Latin Gospels. 

Cyprian de eccl. unit. 22 (Hartel, 229. 23) ‘nam et Iudam inter 
apostolos Dominus elegit, et tamen Dominum Iudas postmodum prodidit 
[prodidit R M* prodit G tradidit W M?]. non tamen idcirco apostolorum 
firmitas et fides cecidit quia proditor Iudas ab eorum societate defecit". 

Id. ep. lix 2 (668. 2) ‘cum uideamus ipsum Dominum... ab eo quem 
inter apostolos ipse delegerat proditum'. 

Ps.-Cypr. ad Nouatianum 14 (Hartel, iii 64. 20) ‘Iudas ille inter 
apostolos electus...ipse postmodum deum prodidit’. 

Proditor occurs also in Iren. lat. I xxviii 9 [xxxi 1] and II xxxii 3 [xx 
5], but in the latter passage ггаайог two lines farther on: and in ps.-Tert. 
adv. omn. haer. 2. But as with проёбтус̧ this does not perhaps take us 
very far; though in Latin traditor was a possible (and presumably the 
usual) equivalent for the ‘traitor’. 
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тьүн0-1 

vii 3 ої yàp Форшойог кої тартєс оі Торбойос £à» ил) поурі vipwvra 
TAS хеїрас ойк éo0tovotr. 

Beyond question пиурії stands rightly in the text: so all Greek MSS 
except К W: but the word was unfamiliar, as the varieties in rendering 
shew — the Sinai Syriac omits, while of the Latins a has momento, b sub- 
inde, d primo, с ff i (more correctly) pugillo — and & (followed, as so 
often, by Jerome in the Vulgate) W emend to токи, crebro. But no one 
would have thought of altering a known word giving apparently (though 
not really) a suitable sense to anything as obscure as mvypĝ. Now пууці) 
means ‘fist’; but it was also used as a measure of length ‘from the fist to 
the elbow', and the Greek commentators Euthymius and Theophylact in 
fact interpret it here to mean thrusting the arm into the water up to the 
elbow (Swete). More than twenty years ago I called attention in JTS (vi 
р. 353), when reviewing Dom Butler's edition of the Lausiac History of 
Palladius, to the phrase in chapter lv, p. 148, 1. 21, vivao@at тас xeipac 
кої тойс тбдас nvyu date Yvxporárw. A certain young deacon 
Jovinus was a member of a party travelling from Jerusalem to Egypt, and 
one very hot day on arriving at their destination he got a washing-tub and 
plunged hands and feet mvyuĝ into ice-cold water. Whereupon an elderly 
lady of the party rebuked him for self-indulgence in so pampering himself 
in his youth: she herself, though in the sixtieth year of her age, never 
washed anything éxróg rà» бкрор THY уєірбу. Since xeip in Greek 
means properly the forearm, тб &kpa Tv xeupóv may mean ‘the fingers’ 
or even as much as ‘the hands’ in the modern sense of the word, but not 
more: and in contrast with this, Jovinus’ washing must have clearly have 
been “ир to the elbow'. That gives excellent sense also to the passage in 
Mark, and justifies the exegesis of Euthymius and Theophylact. We learn 
once more the value of the Greek Fathers, even the latest of them, as 
interpreters of the New Testament. 


(2) 
&X^& (Mark 46 times, Matthew 37 times, Luke 36 times).t 


Obviously from these numbers the particle is a special favourite of 
Mark's: but obviously also there will be many instances where its use is 
normal, and offered no temptation to change. There are however some 
ten instances where Matthew does, apparently with intention, substitute 
another word, generally 66: though as it happens in only three of these (3, 
8, 9) have we a real parallel in Luke. 
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1. ix 8 оёбёрог єібор ОХХй тд» "Inoodv uóvor: so А С L W A Ө 565 sah. 
arm. Matt. xvii 8 ойдќро eidov ci ші) тӧр "ооду цброг. In Mark X BD 
have introduced ci ці) from Matthew, but the Latins should not be quoted 
on this side, for they could hardly help rendering &AAá in this context by 
‘neminem nisi’ — I suspect indeed that the ci uý of D may be due to 
assimilation to the ‘nisi’ of its Latin column. It is in the last degree 
unlikely that any scribe should have altered єї pý to the ungrammatical 
GANG, while the converse change, supported by the parallel in Matthew, 
would be easy enough. Mark's usage is probably influenced by Aramaic, 
but Moulton-Milligan in their Vocabulary of N.T. cite from the papyri a 
close parallel ui бЕбсти) ФіХідка yuraîka GXNqv. éroryaryéo0on ЗАЛИ 
"AmoXoríav. 

2. їх 13 AAA Аёуш bpiv. Matt. xvii 12 Aéyo бё бийр. 

3. xi 32 аХХа єїтшдє "БЕ ардротор; Matt. xxi 26, Luke хх 6, ёйи 
68 sitwpev “EE аудротор ... 

4. xiii 20 орк би £o Taa варі. àXAXà бий TODS ёкХєктойс ... Matt. 
xxiv 22 біб 58 тойс ёкХектойс ... 

5. хш 24 GAA ёр éxsivatc тойс ўрёроцс uerà Ti)» ӨМүл» éxeivny ... 
Matt. xxiv 29 с00ёос бё perà тїр ӨХ TOv йрєрбу Exeivwv ... 

6. xiv 28 алла perà тд буєрвйрої pe Tmpoáio bu&c cic тй» 
TaXAaíar. Matt. xxvi 32 perd ёё тд ёүєрӨђроі pe ... 

7. xiv 29 6 ó£ Петрос #фу айто, Ei кої тартєс oxavdadoOjaorrat, 
GAN’ ойк буд. Matt. xxvi 33 omits the алла and writes ci 7ávrEc 
oxavdadobyjoovrat бу coi, &yo obóémore акарбо мові доро. 

8. xiv 36 тарёусүкс тд тот рго» тобто бїл” pod &XX' ob ті дуб бЄХӨ 
ХХА ті аб. Matt. xxvi 39, Luke xxii 42, agree in substituting «Aij» for 
GAG 1°, possibly to avoid the double ФАА of Mark. 

9. xiv 49 GAN’ tva п\уроддо ai ypadai. The sentence is of course 
incomplete: Matt. xxvi 56 completes it by dropping АА and substitut- 
ing тобто 62 бАо>» yéyover. Luke xxii 53 on the other hand retains САЛО 
but gives it full construction, &AN atro &oriv бид» ў pa ... 

10. xvi 7 &AAG ітагуєте єїтате roig шовттоїс айтод ... Matthew once 
more drops &AAG, xxviii 7 кої Tax торсьдеооц єїтоте ... 


(трдс) баютойс 
(Mark has тодс баутобс seven times, трдс àAX(jAovc four times: Luke 
трос баютойс twice, прос GA Хорс eight times: John прос &avroüc 
twice, тодс ОХХ Хорс four times: Matthew never uses either phrase.) 
There is of course no doubt about the meaning ої прос ОХХ ХОРС 
(Mark iv 41, viii 16, ix 34, xv 31): the problem to be resolved is the 
meaning of трдс ёартобс. 
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1.127 &ore ovvfnreiv трос баютойс Хбуортас ... I read прос EavTois 
with A C D Ө W (avroóc 565) and Marcan usage, cf. 3 below: syr-sin ‘to 
one another’: афтобс К B Tisch. М-Н. I do not doubt that Alexandrian 
scholars disliked the phrase прос &ovroüg if it was used — as ovv[mreiv 
shews it was here used - to mean ‘with one another’. Luke’s 
соусХдХоор пріс ОХХ АХдис shews that he had прос баютойс, not отойс, 
before him in Mark. There is no parallel in Matthew. 

2. іх 10 кої тд» Aóyo» éxpárgcav прос баютойс ovrv(mroÜrrec ті 
дати ... The parallel of 1 suggests that, in spite of the unusual order of 
the words, прос éavroóg must be taken with ovr[wgroürvreg ‘discussing 
with one another’: for the absolute use of тд» Adyor кратеїи ‘keep in 
mind’, cf. vii 3, 4, 8, ‘observe the tradition’. There is no parallel in 
either Matthew or Luke. 

3. x 26 oi 68 тєргюобс ёЁслХАф0ооРто №үортєс̧ прос &avrobc ... Once 
more the Alexandrians avoided прос éovroóc, substituting ттрдс abTóv: so 
X B C A У and the Egyptian versions with М-Н, against А D W latt. syr- 
sin and all other authorities with Tisch. But Mark's usage is quite 
decisive, for Agyei» трдс офтбу is never found in his Gospel, but always 
Asye abr}. Both Matthew and Luke have simply Aéyorreg (cirav) 

4. xi 31 xoi dtedoyifovro трос баютойс Aéyovreg ... Here Matthew 
alters to тор” éovroig ‘among themselves’, and Luke, while retaining 
трдс éavroóc, alters the verb to друсХоү(дарто, Luke хх 5, compare xxii 
23 ovvtTeiv прос ёсртойс 

5. xii 7 дкєїмо 58 oi 'yewp'yoi трдс баютойс simav бт... Again Mat- 
thew alters to єйтор ди баютоїс ..., Luke, to dtedoyifovro прос ОХХ ХОРС 
Хбуортєс ... Luke, as in 1, clearly understood Mark to mean ‘said to one 
another’. 

6. xiv 4 тошу 66 rwec &yavoxkroürreg трдс баютобс ... Textual com- 
plications abound in this passage, and the usual conditions are reversed, 
for the Alexandrians and the mass of authorities with W syr-sin give трдс 
éavrobc, while D Ө 565 c ff i k omit прос éavroóc with Matthew (there 
is no parallel in Luke): but again Marcan usage must be the decisive fac- 
tor. 

7. xvi 3 кой EXeyor прос éavrác, Tic атокоХос: ... Neither Matthew 
nor Luke has anything parallel here. 

Подс éavroóg ‘with one another’ is thus а Marcan usage, which Luke 
generally modifies, Matthew absolutely rejects. But Luke, wherever he is 
parallel to Mark, always retains the sense: it is a more difficult question 
whether Matthew, when he substitutes хор’ éavrotg (4 above), or ди 
éavroig (5 above, and similarly for тодс ОХХ орс of Mark viii 16), 
means the same thing as Mark or no, since ёр éovroig might mean, what 
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ёр éavrQ must mean (Matt. ix 21, Mark v 30, Luke vii 39, xii 17, xvi 3, 
хуш 4), ‘in their own hearts’. 


ёк, &TÓ. 

(Mark has ёк half as often again as Олд, Matthew and Luke have &ró 
rather more frequently than ёк: John has дк more than three times as often 
as атб. The actual numbers for ёк are roughly Mark 66, Matthew 82, 
Luke 87.) 

On many occasions of course the other Synoptists take no offence at 
Mark's use of дк: but some phrases they omit, and further in something 
over a dozen cases ёк of Mark is changed to &ró in one or both of them. 
Since ёк has given way to &76 in modern Greek, it does not seem likely 
that we can appeal to the когиў to explain the preponderant use of дк in 
Mark and John: and we seem thrown back on the Semitic atmosphere of 
the two Gospels. 

1. 110 dvaBaivwy ёк тоб ббатос. Matthew &véßn “лд тоб йбатос: по 
parallel in Luke. 

2, 3. i 25, 26 &£eN0c 25 айтої [ёк Tod ёубротоо] ... Есу EE отой. 
Luke &е№0= ал” abro ... 2ЁсХдєр дт отой. The whole episode is 
absent from Matthew: but compare 9 below. 

4. 1 29 каї є000с ёк тїс ovvaywyiis ё&є№битєс̧. Luke &vaoràç 52 
атд тўс виусгувуү  с: no parallel in Matthew. 

5. v 8 eyer yap айто, “EteNOe ... дк тоб ддубрфтоо. Luke 
тор үүсААвР yao TQ avebpaT. TQ дбкобарто éeétedOsiv aro Tod 
&vOpamov. Matthew abbreviates at this point and omits the whole verse. 

6. vi 14 Meyor бт "Ioávgg 6 Ваттіїши ёүўүєртог ёк кекрбр. Luke 
retains дк, doubtless because in the phrase ‘rose again from the dead’ дк 
vexp@y was almost universal (so Luke, John, Acts, Pauline epistles, 
Hebrews, 1 Peter): Matthew is the only М.Т. writer who even here рге- 
fers бтб, ўүќобу бетд Tay vexpap хім 2, cf. xxvii 64, xxviii 7 (xvii 9 b is 
the only exception). 

7. їх 9a xataBouvévTwy айтбр ёк тод ðpovç. So I read with B D 33 
(and ‘de monte’ of latt. perhaps suggests ёк rather than 76) W-H: if with 
the rest we read &rò тод ópovc the explanation of the preposition may be 
that ёк vexpGv follows immediately after. Luke xorreA9óvrev ойт and 
тод броус: in Matt. xvii 9a X B C D W Ө and others agree with the ёк of 
Mark, and it is possible that the Lucan parallel is responsible for the 
intrusion of &ró into the majority of MSS of both Matthew and Mark. 
Of course дтб is the natural preposition to use with xataGaivery: so 
Matt. viii 1, xiv 29, xxvii 40, 42, Mark iii 22, xv 30, 32, Luke ix 54, x 
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30, Acts viii 26, xxv 7, 1 Thess. iv 6. The Gospel of John and the 
Apocalypse are alone in writing regularly karaßaive ёк. 

8. ix 17 eic дк тод булоо. Matthew фивритос: Luke бийр дтӧ тод 
бхХоо. 

9. іх 25 FedOe é£ отой. Matthew #& Абс» az’ афтод: no parallel in 
Luke. Conversely the same phrase in 2, 3, 5, is altered to &ró in Luke, 
while there is no parallel in Matthew. 

10. xi 8 от: байдас Kéyavtes ёк тфу Sévipwy. Matthew йкоттом 
кХббоїс &nò THY SEvdpwv. Luke omits the clause. 

11. xiii 1 кої ёкторсиоиёуор ойто? ёк тод ієрод. Matthew 2ЕвХдОР 0 
"Inootc бєтд тод ієроб: the whole clause is dropped by Luke. 

12. xiv 25 ойкёт: ob ph тїш ёк тоб yevipatos тїс &uméNov. So in 
effect Matthew: but Luke &zó тод уєрйнатос тђс̧ &uméNov. 

13. xvi 3 Тіс &токоМог uiv Tov Хівом дк тйс Bipac тод pynpsiov; 
Luke spov бё тбу Мівоу &ToKexvALOpEévov &тд тод цитуєїоу. No parallel 
in Matthew. 


х&Мм» (Mark 27 times, Matthew 16 times, Luke thrice, John 43 times). 

The mere enumeration of these numbers creates at once the suspicion 
that the preponderant use of the word in Mark and John, coupled with its 
practical absence from Luke, must be due either to the Aramaic back- 
ground of the thought of the second and fourth evangelists, or to some 
characteristic of the Коси) instinctively repugnant to the other two and 
especially to Luke. I do not propose here to choose between these two 
alternatives (they are indeed mutually exclusive), but I confine myself to 
the investigation of the meaning or meanings of the word in Mark and of 
the procedure of the other two Synoptists when they found the word 
before them. But the caution must be given in limine that since Mark 
most commonly uses тбћу in cases of transition — as we should put it, 
at the beginning of a paragraph — and since it is just these introductory 
phrases which Matthew and Luke habitually drop in copying Mark, the 
proportion of cases where there is no actual parallelism between the three 
is much smaller than the number at first sight suggest. In fact out of 
twenty-seven instances in Mark, there are only nineteen where Matthew is 
strictly parallel, and for Luke only nine. Even so, the results are startling 
enough: Matthew retains Tdv five times — twice with some modifica- 
tion — Luke retains it once. 

Before giving the catalogue of the instances of хоћу in Mark, it may 
be well to deal with, and dismiss, those cases where the textual evidence 
is divided for or against пами. There are not many, and for the most 
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part they reflect simply the same tendency, on the part of ancient scribes 
or editors, to dislike the word and therefore to remove it, which 
influenced Matthew and to a still greater degree Luke. But the textual 
problem is rather more complicated when it is a question of the place of 
тало in the sentence, though it is probably a good general rule for Mark 
that in case of doubt the earlier place is the more likely to be genuine. 

The most definite result that emerges is the bad record of the Textus 
Receptus: in vii 14 it substitutes т@уто тд буХор for т@Мм» тд» ÓxXov, in 
viii 1 тартоХХої бхХор for поћи хоХХод óxXov; in xi 3 it omits пами 
entirely, and, as represented by cod. A, also in x 24; while in viii 13 and 
xiv 40 it moves там to a later position in the sentence. But again the 
record of the Western text is not wholly satisfactory, though it must of 
course not be forgotten, so far as the Latin witnesses are concerned, that 
either omission or transposition of so apparently unimportant a word may 
take place in the process of rendering into the vernacular, whatever was 
the form of the Greek before the translator: for omission compare ii 13 
(D8', fam 137), уш 13 (b c), x 1 (W fam 13 b c ff i), xi 3 (М 565 syr-sin 
latt.), xiv 40 (D W a c ff k), for transposition iv 1 ўрёото táv and v 
21 eig тд тёро» т&м» (D 565 O.L., with the support on the second occa- 
sion of Х and on the first of М). On the other hand in ii 1 aad 
£LofjA0ev of latt. (W) is a transposition in the right direction, and in xiv 
69 qv ідодса сійтду ў подіокт of D Ө 565 с ѕуг-ѕіп. I believe to be 
right against the rest. The solitary instance of a serious discrepancy in 
text is хім 40, where máty &АӨ@ф» súper офтойс of К В L (so syr-sin, but 
with тах after афтойс, and D and О. L., but without темі) must 
unquestionably be right against the 0тоотоёфсос of W Ө 565 vulg. and the 
mass of Greek authorities, since ümoorpéów, while common in Luke and 
Acts, is never found (apart from this passage) in Matthew, Mark, or 
John: it is just an attempt to vary the construction of xiv 40 from that of 
xiv 39. 

1. ii 1 Kai єїосАдОР TáX siç КоФоруаоби... ‘Again’, with reference 
back to i 39 кої Я\Өєу курбооор cig тас avva'yexyüg офтфс siç бХ Tiv 
ToXAoíar. Matthew omits ráp: Luke is not parallel. 

2. п 13 коѓ 28 їХдєр má Tapa Tijv баладсар... ‘And he left 
Capernaum again for the lake-side', with reference to ii 1. Пам omitted 
by Luke: Matthew not parallel. 

3. iii 1 кої ciof]A0cv тах» eic ovvaywyýv. Поми omitted by both the 
others: in Mark are we to interpret *again', “опсе more', with possibly a 
reference to i 21, 39? or if that is too distant, are we forced to render 
т&м» by something like ‘next’? 
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4. iii 20 кої дор рхетоц тв» [о] óxXog. And again a [the] crowd col- 
lects’: we can quite easily refer back, if need be, to iii 9 бий тд» було». 
No parallels in the other Synoptists. 

5. iv 1 кої там» йовато didcoxew Tapa ri» ӨаХиооар. The lake- 
side had been mentioned in iii 7, and teaching by the lake-side in ii 13. 
But with each recurrence of má» the impression seems to become clearer 
that Mark has not really got these elaborate cross-references in his mind, 
the more so that та, as the story proceeds, comes more frequently at 
the beginning of the sentence, and so corresponds more closely to our 
English use of “Аваш” in the same position. Omitted by Matthew: по 
parallel in Luke. 

6. v 21 xai  атерааартос ... то» єіс тд пёроу. Here the idiomatic 
rendering would certainly be “БасК to the other side': and viii 13, x 10, x 
32, xi 3, xi 27, xiv 39, 40, are also other cases, where with verbs of 
motion, the same word *back' may not be the right one. Її appears to be 
the only meaning of таХ in Homer. Luke omits: no parallel in Mat- 
thew. 

7. vii 14 xoi троокоХсоадиегос там» Tov ÓxAov. ‘And summoning 
the crowd again'. The right rule for securing the equivalent sense in 
English seems to be to put ‘again’ into the most inconspicuous place. 
*Once more' is certainly reading too much into Mark. Matthew omits: 
Luke is deficient as far as 11 inclusive. 

8. vii 31 xoi т@Мм» 2ЁсХдй» ёк THY dpiwv Tópov 1A0crv. Omitted by 
Matthew. Conceivably we should render ‘and on the return, leaving the 
district of Tyre, he саше". 

9. viii 1 v éxeivatc тойс їиёрсис т&м» тоХХод ÓxAov бутос. It is 
here more attractive to see a definite intention to hark back to the other 
miracle of feeding, vi 34 єс» тоХф було», and if so we must render 
‘there was again a great crowd’, in the sense of ‘once more’. Matthew 
has just mentioned ‘crowds’ twice over as present, and so omits the whole 
verse. 

10. viii 13 кої ddeic айтодс má BAG &тў\Өє» cic тд тбрар. 
Here again, comparing verse 10 гибйїс cic тд тХоёор, we must apparently 
render ‘embarked again and went away to the other side’. Matthew again 
omits the word. 

11. viii 25 «га cá [sr] Onxev тас хеїрас ётї тоёс дфвородс 
abro). Пам obviously here refers back to the first imposition of hands 
in verse 23, ‘again’ in the sense of a second time, cf. xiv 39, 40, 69, 70. 
The whole story is absent from Matthew. 

12, 13. x 1 ovvépxetat Ta ó бхХос (for the reading see on [ovv]- 
торебеобоц below) прос abróv, xot Wc cioe. поћи дбібсакем abrobc. 
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It is worth noting that the combination of ‘crowd’ and ‘teaching’ does 
occur before in vi 34; but the interval is so great that we can hardly sup- 
pose a direct reference, and must fall back on the indefinite ‘again’. In 
neither clause does т@Мм» reappear in Matthew: there is no parallel in 
Luke. 

14. x 10 каї eig тй» oikíav там» оі џабутої тєрї TobTOV &прротор 
афтбу. It is very tempting to render ‘and when they were all back in the 
house his disciples asked him about it’: see 6 above. Again no parallel in 
Luke: omission of the whole verse in Matthew. 

15. x 24 6 88 Тоос rad бпокрівсіс Eyer. Here the reference to 
verse 23 seems clear, ‘but Jesus repeated his statement’, ‘said once more’. 
Luke omits the verse, no doubt because it is a repetition: Matthew, to 
avoid any break in our Lord's words, ingeniously alters to тећи 68 AEyw 
бийр. 

16. x 32 ка! тароХадд» пами Todo бобека, ‘taking the twelve back 
into company with him’, because Не had been walking оп alone in front. 
See again 6 above. 

17. xi 3 Kai є000с атоот ХАС: abróv TAY бе. If (as I think) these 
words are part of the message the two disciples were to deliver, we could 
render ‘The Lord needs the colt, and will send back again here (i.e. to the 
place from which it was taken) as soon as ever he has done with him’. 
The clause is omitted by Luke, the word by Matthew. 

18. xi 27 кої ёрхортси, TAAL eic ‘IepoodAvua. Comparing verse 19 
‘they left the city’, I should once more render ‘they come back to 
Jerusalem’. Both the other Evangelists omit the whole sentence. 

19. xii 4 кої там» баїтёотггАс” подс сфтойс бАХОР dodrAov. The 
reference is to the first sending of a servant in verse 2, ‘and again he sent 
them a second servant’. Matthew retains пами, Luke retains the idea 
but avoids the word by трооббето тЄиси. 

20, 21. xiv 39, 40 (xoi tposdAOdy pikpòv ... кої ÉpxeTou ...) кої TN 
ётећду...кої Td ENMav... It seems impossible here not to translate 
‘he went forward |у. 35]...and he came and found them asleep |у. 
37]...and a second time he went away [v. 39]...and a second time he came 
and found them asleep [v. 40]... [Mark leaves us to understand the third 
departure, which Matthew supplies, xxvi 44 xoi ddeic айтодс там» 
&T£AX0óv] ... and he came the third time and said unto them’. лами... 
тд трітор correspond, that is, to one another: Matthew makes this still 
clearer by writing т@Мм» ёк óevrépov ... ёк трітою. But Mark is content 
with the less emphatic пами: it is only when the second time is important 
as such that he writes in xiv 72 єйбіс ёк бєотёроо ОХёктор ёфоутоєу. 
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Luke has no parallel: Matthew to the double use of т&м» in Mark adds а 
third of his own. 

22. xiv 61 кої т@&Мм» 6 йрхисрайс дтпродта айтби: referring to a 
previous éanparyoer of v. 60, cf. 26. Matthew omits: Luke is not paral- 
lel. 

23, 24, 25. xiv 69, 70 [Épxerot pia тёр тсоибгокОР ... кой {бойоо Tov 
Петром ... Хув. ... 6 ёё йрийсато Aéyov ...] тахир ібобса отд» ў 
тоибїокт) ÉpEoro Хбуєіу ... 6 68 TaALY HpvetTo. кої METH шкрду пом ої 
төрєотӨтєс ÉAeyov ... Here we have, as in 21, 22, твХи for the second 
assertion and the second denial, but, in contrast to that passage, also of 
the third assertion. Of the three cases of таХр Luke retains none, Mat- 
thew only the second. 

26. xv 4 6 68 Паїйётос там» дтпрота ойтбр, referring to v. 2 каї 
émnparnoey abtov ò Пеїбтос. ‘Questioned him again ’, exactly as in 
22. No parallel in Luke: Matthew substitutes his favourite тбте. 

27. ху 12 6 бё Пеїбтос т@му» дпокрівсіс EXeyev айтоїс, referring 
back (as in 22 and 26) to a previous contact of the same interlocutors, v. 9 
0 66 ПаадХїтос бтгекр(01) abtotc Aéycv. 

28. xv 13 oi 62 má» ЁкраёЁаор Їтайрожом айтбу. A difficulty is raised 
(see Moulton and Milligan Vocabulary s.v.) by Souter, on the ground 
presumably that the crowd had not been said to have made the cry before. 
But it must be remembered that in the case of the high priest, and both 
times in the case of Pilate — 22, 26, 27 — Mark's тахь does not imply 
that the same question or statement was repeated, but only that "Бе ques- 
tioned him again' or "Бе made answer to them again'. And we may well 
suppose that possibly v. 8 and more certainly v. 11 implies a previous 
Éxpa£av on the part of the crowd. Luke at least so interpreted the words 
of v. 11 буиёакшар tov БуМор Ўра u&XXo» Tov BapaBBav àvoXóon 
айтоїс, for he writes in xxiii 18 дибкрагуду ôè там Атвеї Хбуоитес" Alpe 
тобтор, &móAvcov ёё piv TOV Вараффан. 

What are the general results of this perhaps over long and over detailed 
enquiry? Primarily, I think, that тами is in Mark a very light and 
unemphatic particle: and secondly that the original sense of ‘back’ seems 
clear in certain connexions, e.g. 6, 17, and possible in 8, 14, 16, 18. 
The vehement dislike of Luke for the word I should suppose to be due 
exactly to his Hellenic sense of the importance of definiteness and preci- 
sion in the use of particles. In the first five instances of the list just given 
T&v is really almost otiose as used by Mark. 
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Фтбгүо and порєбєовои (with its compounds). 
A. фтфүо. 

(Mark 15 times, Matthew 19 times, Luke 5 times, John 32 times, 
Apocalypse 6 times: not in Acts, Paul, or Hebrews.) 


The first distinction that needs drawing about ùráyw is between its use 
in the imperative and its use in other moods: for while Matthew (17 times 
out of 19) and Mark (12 times out of 15) use it almost exclusively in the 
imperative, this was exactly what Luke most disliked. The imperative is 
found only twice in Luke, four times in John, and twice in the 
Apocalypse. 


Imperative. 


1. i 44 naye аєсутбу óci£or TQ ієреї. So Matthew: Luke àmeA0óv 
бєїёор ... 

[ii 9 кої дроу Tov кобВоттбь ооу Kai rays N L A Tisch (and with the 
addition siç тбу oikóv oov D 33 a ff arm.: this is perhaps the earlier form 
of the corruption) is certainly wrong, and has come in from v. 11. 
T£pvráre. must be read with A B С W Ө 565 b c e vulg. sah.: and so 
Matthew and Luke.] 

2. ii 11 каї Ümorye siç тд» oikóv ооу. So Matthew: Luke порєбом ... 

3. v 19 "Ттаує sic тд» окб» cov. Absent from Matthew: Luke 
рт ботрефе ... 

4. v 34 “Тлсүүс siç сірици. Again no parallel in Matthew: торсбоо 
Luke. 

5. vi 38 Пбосус йртоцс Éxere; Vmáryere Were. Matthew drops the 
verse: Luke recasts, using торгибЕртєс. 

6. vii 29 Aux тобтоу Tv Aóyov Vmoryc. Matthew recasts: Luke is 
defective. 

7. viii 33 “Trays ӧтісо pov, Батамб. So Matthew: Luke omits the 
episode. 

8. x 21 "Ттаує боа Ferg TwHAnoov. Matthew retains jraye, Luke 
omits it. 

9. х 52 “Trays, ў підтіс aov ofowxév ос. Luke changes йпогує to 
ауаДХсфо», Matthew omits the whole clause. 

10. хі 2 ‘Tráyere eic THY кошти Thy KaTévavtt buy. Here the usual 
conditions are reversed, for Matthew changes to торгбєодє, Luke on this 
one occasion retains йптогуєте. 

11. xiv 13 "Taá&yere eic тй» TOM. So Matthew: Luke ciogA0órrav 
бид» sic ... 


CHAPTER ONE - PART IX 117 


12. xvi 7 GAAG bmáyere, єїтатє тоёс pabyTais abrod. Matthew sub- 
stitutes порецвеїсой smarte, Luke omits the charge to deliver a message, 
probably because of the reference to Galilee. 


Other moods (participle and indicative). 

13. vi 31 Тоо» yap oi ёрхбиерос кой ol йтбгүортєс ToXNo(. Not in 
Matthew or Luke. 

14. vi 33 кой бар афтойс йт@сүортос. Again not in either Matthew 
or Luke. 

15. xiv 21 ó uà» vióg тод бубрдтор йтобгує:. So Matthew: Luke 
TopsbeTat. 

On the whole then Matthew retains Mark’s imperatives 5/7, but sub- 
stitutes zopetecbe (xopevbcioar) 2/7: in the other moods he retains 
bmáyew only once, xiv 21 = Matt. xxvi 24. Luke never retains any form 
of the verb where he finds it in Mark, save only xi 2 = Luke xix 30: four 
times he substitutes торгбсобоц, once фтострефеги, and twice uses the 
participles dear, sioeX0órrov. It seems not unusual with Luke to 
deal more drastically than in the rest of his Gospel with a word which he 
finds often, and dislikes, in Mark. 

bacyetv must have been когуї use, and appears to survive in modern 
Greek (Blass, Grammatik des N.T. Griechisch $ 24 s.v.). The use proba- 
bly had its origin in the want of a word to express ‘go’ as contrasted with 
‘come’ (Mark vi 31 oi ёрхбиеуо: кої oi bme&yovTes is exactly our ‘coming 
and going’), and for this purpose it is more expressive than the alternative 
торсбєобоц. Further it seems not unlikely that the colloquial imperative 
бяогүс ‘go’ is an echo of the similar, quite classical, бує ‘come’: though 
it is not clear why the particular compound йтогує was employed for the 
purpose. 


В. порейсовой and its compounds. Ї 


торейсавог (Matthew 28 times, Luke 50 times,: never in Mark). 


[Mark ix 30 кожкеївеи é£eN0órrec éxopstovro бій тйс TadtAaiag B Dc 
W-H text. тарєторєйомто the rest, and Marcan usage — see below on 
тараторсбєобоц — is decisive in favour of this reading. ‘Iter faciebant" 
of a should not be cited (as by Tischendorf) on the side of the simple 
verb: it would be an excellent rendering of тараторгбеодси. | 

In Luke торгбеобоц is three times substituted for daedOciv of Mark, 
four times for бтсгүсит of Mark. 
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dtavopebsobat (Luke thrice: not Matthew ог Mark at all). 
[Mark ii 23 кой éyévero офтду èv roig chBBaow биаторгбсобол біб 
TOv сторіроу В С D М-Н text: торсбсобоци W : xapanopstcobat the 


rest, according to Marcan usage. біаторебесвом has clearly come in from 
Luke.] 


ёкторебесобонц (Mark eleven times, Matthew four times [Mt.xvii 21 is not 
genuine], Luke three times). 

Matthew twice substitutes the simple verb, twice é£épxeotot, once 
ёкВалХгодоц../ Luke generally omits. Note that Mark three times uses the 
word in the genitive absolute of the present participle, éxmopevopévov 
abro), of our Lord's movements: x 17, x 46, xiii 1. 


тарожорєейєовом (Mark four times, Matthew once, copying Mark xv 29, 
Luke never). 


Apparently the compound verb торсогторёбєофоц must have been 
unfamiliar or unpalatable, for, as we have seen, B D agree in altering it 
on two of the four occasions (ii 23, ix 30) when Mark uses it. mapáyew 
too is never used by Luke. 


трооторебеадси (not in Matthew or Luke). 


Mark x 35 xoi тросторєбортои айті "láxwofoc koi “Iwévyns. This 
compound is found in the LXX, but nowhere else in N.T. 


сурторебсавом (Luke three times,: not in Matthew). 

[Mark x 1 кої ovrTopcÜorrat mad було: прос айтби X В and the 
mass of Greek MSS, followed by Tischendorf and W-H. Магсап usage 
shews conclusively that буЛос is right against бхХАос, and I have no doubt 
that ovrépxerot т@Мм» 0 óxXoc should be read with D 565 syr-sin a b c ff 
i k (conuenit turba). The other reading has come in from Luke xiv 25 
суретореборто 62 отд буМог поХлої. | 

The investigation leads to queer results as between the Gospels. The 
simple verb is common in Matthew, very common in Luke, but never 
occurs in Mark. Of the compounds Mark uses ёкторебеодси rather often, 
and is not averse to rapa7opeteoat: but both are rarely or never found 
in the other two Synoptists. Luke on the other hand uses two compounds, 
ё:аторейсодо! and avvmropeóza0ot, which are never found in Matthew or 
Mark. Perhaps more curious still is the effort which scribes of Mark, and 
especially we may say the Alexandrian editor whose work is represented 
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in B, have made to get rid of тарапорейсовог and to introduce the forms 
preferred by Luke (in ii 23 бісторейсовой, in іх 30 торкбсобоц, cf. x 1 
сурторебєдвоа:): some similar instinct of Hellenic taste must, it would 
seem, have prompted both the evangelist and the Alexandrian scholar. 


X - Usage of Mark: (1) Titles of address to Christ; (2) Diminutives; (3) 
The verb at the end of the sentence; (4) tva not of purpose only; (5) 
absence of Хү» (№үортєс̧) before a statement or question, where the 
main verb seems sufficient to imply it. 


As this series of notes draws to a close, each separate instalment 
becomes, almost inevitably, more miscellaneous in character. As some 
feature of St Mark’s Gospel in relation to the other Synoptists strikes me, 
I proceed to group instances together, and to consider what general induc- 
tion, if any, can be drawn from them. Many of the points have emerged 
in the course of the investigation into the ‘agreements of Matthew and 
Luke against Mark’ on which I have been engaged in my Seminar for 
some years — an investigation now nearly complete. 

One characteristic of the present notes I should specially wish to 
emphasize, though I claim no finality for the conclusions which I have 
suggested, and that is the possibility that the Greek of St Mark has owed 
something, through his residence at Rome, to the influence of Latin. We 
all know that he transliterates Latin words more frequently than the other 
evangelists: but I suspect that Latin influence goes much further than that, 
and I doubt whether writers on New Testament Greek have given ade- 
quate consideration to this side of their subject. I should like some one to 
treat systematically the Greek of Mark and of Hermas — both of them 
non-literary authors, both of them writing Greek in Rome — from this 
point of view. 

My last instalment (IX) needs supplementing at two points. 

i. Too late for insertion into my note on &zoorepetv, I consulted the 
Thesaurus Linguae Latinae under abnego, and the reference there given 
to Wélfflin’s article in his Archiv for lateinische Lexicographie iv (1887) 
pp. 574-577. Wölfflin did not, I think, fully grasp the relation between 
abnego and &moorepet» in early Christian writers: but his collection of 
examples of abnego, as used of the refusal to return a sum deposited, is 
admirably full, and I complete my own list by the following: 

Irenaeus adv. Haer. Ц xxxii 1 (xlviii 4) “поп solum non abnegare quae 
sunt aliena, sed etiam si sua auferantur illis [?aliis] non expostulare’. 

Tertullian ad Scapulam 4 *Praeter haec depositum non abnegamus, 
matrimonium nullius adulteramus, pupillos pie tractamus, indigentibus 
refrigeramus, nulli malum pro malo reddimus’. 

de fuga 12 ad fin. ‘Quid autem Deo debeo, sicut denarium Caesari, nisi 
sanguinem quem pro me filius fudit ipsius? quodsi Deo quidem hominem 
et sanguinem meum debeo, nunc uero in eo sum tempore ut quod Deo 
debeo expostuler. utique fraudem Deo facio, id agens ne quod debeo 
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soluam: bene obseruaui praeceptum, Caesari reddens quae sunt Caesaris, 
Deo uero quae sunt Dei abnegans'. 

ii. In dealing with the compounds of торсбєодоц I omitted 
siomopsbeoba (Mark 8, Matthew 1, Luke 5). Mark i 21 (no parallels): iv 
19 (Matthew omits, Luke substitutes порєубиємог, but also changes the 
sense): v 40 (no parallels): vi 56 (Matthew omits; no parallel in Luke): 
vii 15, 18, 19, of the things that ‘go into ' a man (no parallel in Luke; 
Matt. 1? substitutes сідєрубиєром, 2° retains cioxopevépevor, 39 omits): 
xi 2 (Matthew omits, Luke retains). Luke certainly does not dislike the 
form, for twice where Mark has siogpyeoOo (Mark x 23; xiv 14) he sub- 
stitutes єїйтторєйвсобоц. Matthew on the other hand, it seems, avoids very 
generally any compound of торгбсобон (though he shows no reluctance to 
use пторєйсавог itself), preferring the compounds of ёрхсобоц, especially 
eiogépxeoba and трооёрхеобон. 


(1) Titles used in addressing Christ. 
i. ‘PaBBei (PaBBovvei) 
(Mark four times: Matthew once [by Judas]: Luke never). 


1. ix 5 ‘Pa@Bei, xoXóv дату Huds бе sivor. Matthew xipte, Luke 
ёт:0тата. 

2. х 51 ‘PaGBouvei, tva драбефо. Matthew and Luke кбріє. 

3. хі 21 "Роббеї, Be ў ovk Hv xaTnpdow ФЕйрартої. Matthew 
changes the form ої the sentence: по parallel in Luke. 

4. xiv 45 "Роббеїкої катефідтоєм abróv. Luke omits the address of 
Judas: Matthew, here only, retains the vocative ‘Paci. 


ii. Ддаскоћє 
(Mark ten times: Matthew six: Luke twelve). 


5. iv 38 Дібдйакахе, ой рё бог бт. атоХХфисба. As in 1 above, 
Matthew has xipie, Luke émiorára. 

6. ix 17 АфбокоХе, veyra Tov vióv pov. Again Matthew substitutes 
kúpe: Luke retains 6:6а0корАБ, as іп 8, 11, 12, 13, in each case because it 
is not a disciple who is speaking. 

7. ix 38 Ддаскоће, cidapév tia ёр TH òvópari cov ... Luke 
ётіотбта, for John is the speaker. No parallel in Matthew. 

8. х 17 ДібдакаХе буаве ті тошто)... Both Luke (see on 6) and Mat- 
thew (as also іп 11, 12) retain біббскоде, for the reason given on 6 
above. 
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9. x 20 АбаокоХс, тадта тарта ёфуМаёбити ... Omitted by the 
other two, no doubt because the formal address had been used only three 
verses before. 

10. x 35 Atdcoxads, bédopev Ўра 5 20 airiowpev ... Omitted by 
Matthew: no parallel in Luke. 

11. xii 14 (Pharisees and Herodians) 2Х0битёс youve айт 
А:даскоће ... So both the others: they had no objection to the word as 
used by other Jews than the disciples. 

12. хи 19 (Sadducees) érynpdtwy obróv Хбуортєс Мӧаскаћє ... So 
both the other two, for just the same reason as in the last case. 

13. xii 32  єйтер abrQ ó урарратебс КоХдс, біддакоМе ... Retained 
by Luke again оп the same principle as before: по parallel in Matthew. 

14. xiii 1 Дібдокойє, He потатої Хідог ... The exclamation came 
from disciples, or a disciple, and so d5:5c&oxade is avoided by Matthew: 
Luke, quite exceptionally, retains it in effect, for he inserts it in two 
verses farther on. 


iii. Кбріє 
(Mark once, by a non-Jew: Matthew twenty-two times, of which four 
occur in our Lord's teaching about Himself: Luke eighteen times). 


15. vii 28 Коре, кої rà kvrápia Umokáro тўс тралё(цс ... And so, 
as we should expect, Matthew: there is no parallel in Luke. This unique 
occurrence of Кіріє in Mark is simply due to the fact that the woman was 
*EAXqríc, a heathen, and therefore used not the Jewish term ‘Rabbi’, but 
the ordinary title of respect *Sir'. 

Коріє is inserted, where Mark has no title of address, at і 40 by both 
Matthew and Luke, at xiv 19 by Matthew, at xiv 29 by Luke. 


iv. 'Inoob 
(Mark three times, but always with a further defining phrase, and twice 
in the mouth of evil spirits: Luke six times: Matthew never). 


16. i 24 Ті йшй» Kai coi, Inco} Naftapnvé; So Luke: no parallel in 
Matthew. 

17. v 7 Ti époi кої oot, 'InooÜ ці? той вєоб той ффідтою; So again 
Luke: Matthew omits the personal name. 

18. x 47 Tis Aavció 'Igoob, дАбтоби pe. Again Luke follows Mark, 
though he inverts the personal and the official name: again Matthew 
retains the latter, but again omits 000: according to many MSS he has 
Кбогс also. If an explanation is wanted of this isolated usage of the 
address ‘Jesus’ in Mark, it should perhaps be found in the setting of the 
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episode as a whole. It is full of details that give it a place by itself in St 
Mark’s Gospel: I believe it represents a story given viva voce by 
Bartimaeus to the evangelist, and therefore the phrase may well be that 
actually used by the man himself. 

The deductions from the data here accumulated can be very briefly 
expressed. ‘Rabbi’, the Aramaic word, represented in Greek by 
біббскаХос, would have been in fact the form of address used to our 
Lord by any other Jew, whether a disciple or not: and so Mark uses it, 
reserving kúpe for the solitary case where the speaker was not a Jew at 
all. But while Mark, or rather Peter, thus represents to us the language 
actually used in the days of our Lord’s Ministry, the writers of the second 
generation could not picture our Lord’s own disciples as addressing Him 
in the same way as those Jews did who were not His disciples: and there- 
fore Matthew and Luke, while they retain the address Rabbi (Teacher) in 
the mouth of others than disciples — and Luke more consistently than 
Matthew — never allow it with disciples, save that Matthew keeps it in 
the case of Judas, по. 4, and Luke by exception іп по. 14. Where Mat- 
thew and Luke differ, is just in this, that Matthew, when he substitutes 
another word, regularly employs кйрє (1, 2, 5, 6); Luke only once 
changes to кйріє (2), more often (1, 5, 7) to ёліотёта. "Етістайтох is 
only Lucan (six times in all): but even in Luke xépte is much more com- 
mon, and no doubt both Matthew and Luke mean by кбріє in this con- 
nexion not ‘Sir’ but ‘Lord’. 


(2) Diminutives in Mark.+ 
і. бюубтріор 
(twice in Mark: never іп Matthew ог Luke). 


1. у 23 тё Üvyárptov pov ёох&тос Exc, Both Matthew and Luke sub- 
stitute боүстүр. 

2. vii 25 ĝç єїхер тд вууфтріоу ст їс пребцо @к@борто›. Matthew 
again боуатіїр: no Lucan parallel. 


ії. іхвббіоу 
(Mark once, Matthew once). 


3. уш 7 кої exor іхвббіа дХіуа. Retained in Matthew : there is no 
Luke. 
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iii. корбоо» 
(Mark five times, Matthew thrice: never in Luke). 


4, 5. v 41, 42 Tò кордёою», одо! Ayw, Éyctpe. кой єйбйс &véarn тд 
kopácior. Matthew omits the first, but retains the second, корботор: but 
he also uses кор@огор for the maior of Mark v 39. Luke changes the 
first корсотор to “Н тойс, and omits the second. 

6. vi 22 6 бё Baowdsic єтєр TQ Kopaciw. The episode is absent from 
Luke, the word from Matthew. 

7, 8. vi 28 &bokev adriy ТО xopaciy’ кой тд корбоюор Єбажер oTi)» тії 
ратрі. Matthew retains the word on the first occasion, omits it оп the 
second, 


iv. кКур@рдОР 
(Mark and Matthew twice each: not in Luke). 


8,(sic ed.) 9. vii 27, 28  Хабєїи тд» &prov тфу тёкрюр Kai Toig 
xuvapiowg ВаМеїр. 7 68 бтекр(01) кої Néyet avr Кбріє, кої Ta kvvápua 
фтокёто тйс Tpæréťnç ... Not in Luke: Matthew has both the episode 
and the double mention of xuyd&pta. Phrynichus (quoted by Wetstein: 
Rutherford New Phrynichus р. 268) says that кии( бор, not кирбриор, is 
the correct form of the diminutive. 


V. ооуё&Мо» 
(once in Mark, but nowhere else in the Gospels). 


10. vi 9 АХ brodedepEvovs сагбаХМа. Not in either Matthew ог 
Luke: Luke omits the item, perhaps because it breaks into the catalogue of 
things that the Apostles were пог to take with them; Matthew more skil- 
fully adapts it to the negative framework of the catalogue by substituting 
тёё бтобйиата — if they were to wear ‘little sandals’, they were not to 
wear boots or shoes. The diminutive соиёс\ор is apparently commoner 
in Greek than the form oáróaov. 


vi. Yexiov 
(once each in Mark and Matthew). 


11. vii 28 koi rà kvvápia ... 200000)» and тёр үлхїоР TeV tabiw. 
And similarly the parallel in Matthew. Both yié and yixíor appear to be 
rare words, but Suidas recognizes both forms: cod. D has yyw in both 
Gospels. 
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vii. отбріои 
(once in Mark, followed by John : not in Matthew or Luke). 


12. хім 47 дафеїлє» афтод тд Фтарюр. So & B D 1; and in the parallel 
passage John xviii 10, X B C* L W. The rest have фтор, following Mat- 
thew. Luke has ойс in xxii 50 without variant, in the next verse D (with 
the Old Latins) again gives ойс, the other MSS стѓоу. Of all examples of 
diminutives in Mark, this is the most instructive, for, in contrast to words 
like вуубтріом kopáocwv подіор, ears of adults are more or less similar in 
size — we cannot suppose that Mark means that Malcus' ear was a partic- 
ularly small one — and the diminutive must be due simply to the writer's 
fondness for that type of word. Moreover wrápıov is not only a diminu- 
tive, but a diminutive of a diminutive. ойс is the classical form, and as 
such is used by Luke: фтор is the first stage of change, occurs 
occasionally in ће LXX, and was probably in common use in the ко 
(одс бттік@с̧, Фтбор &XNqvuüc is quoted from a grammarian by Wetstein 
on Matt. xxvi 51): ġrápıov is a further stage of change, but is cited 
mainly from comic verse — it was doubtless only colloquial. It is typi- 
cally Marcan, and John has followed Mark. The preservation of àTápiov 
in the Alexandrian text (with D in Mark, and W in John) is a striking 
testimony to their faithfulness, for it must have been just the word they 
would have liked to alter. Note that Matthew goes only one stage back in 
substituting фтбор, while Luke goes the whole way with ойс. 


One word, diminutive in form, is not included in the above list, namely 
поибіом. All three Synoptists use it regularly,! but again there is a sig- 
nificant distinction to be drawn: таїс is used, though less frequently than 
толаёїор, in both Matthew and Luke, but it nowhere found in Mark, and 
therefore поибіом takes its place. Thus in the story of Jairus’ daughter 
Mark has (besides буудтур, диубтр‹ор, and корсотор) four instances of 
mwatsiov, Matthew has 6vyarnp and корбоо», Luke has вууфтпр and 
(twice) таёс. The child was twelve years old, so that Luke made the 
dividing line between тоїс and тохдіор at an earlier point than twelve. 
Again in the miracle of ix 17-27 the boy healed had suffered ёк похбібвєм 
(v. 21), and therefore cannot have been a mere child: moreover he is 
brought to Christ, not carried (vv. 19, 20) — not to say that he is called 
by his father at the opening of the story (v. 17) *my son': yet we have in 


1 Mark 12; Matthew 18, but chapter ii accounts for just half the instances; Luke 13, 
and again about half in chapters i and ii. Thus Mark is the one of the three who, apart 
from the Infancy narratives, uses the word most. 
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Mark (v. 24) 6 татір тод тоибіор. We are not surprised that both Mat- 
thew and Luke call the boy not тодор but тойс. Clearly then there is no 
justification for translating the word in Mark ‘little child’, as R. V. in ix 
36, 37, х 13, 14, 15: in ix 36, 37 A. V. rightly has ‘child’ ‘children’, and 
in х 13 ‘young children’ of А. V. is less incorrect than R. V.'s ‘little 
children’ .? 

In the result Mark's fondness for diminutive forms is well established; 
at least with &rápiov and понбіом, perhaps with other words, he uses such 
forms without any necessarily diminutive sense about them. Luke uses 
none of Mark's diminutives at all except 7ouíor, and then as we have 
just seen, as strictly diminutive in contrast with паїс. Matthew, as so 
often, takes an intermediate place. Put in other words, Luke upholds a 
literary tradition stringently, Matthew makes some concession to popular 
usage, Mark reproduces whole-heartedly the colloquial talk of everyday 
life. The fondness for diminutives grows with the growth of the lan- 
guage. They are absent from Homer: they begin to abound in 
Aristophanes and the later comedians: in the first century after Christ it 
must have been a conscious literary archaism to avoid them. 


(3) The verb at the end of the sentence, after noun or personal pronoun. 
(a) with the verb &ттвобон 
(Mark eleven, Matthew ten, Luke ten). 


8тгтсобоц is thus a rather favourite word of Mark’s, and his fondness 
for putting the verb after the pronoun (or noun) is specially noticeable in 
relation to it, so that I have treated it separately. 

1.141 éxreivac rij» ҳеїра айтоб yaro. Both Matthew and Luke 
éxteivas тў» хера фото abro). Perhaps the caution should be given 
that in Mark офтод goes of course with ўуото and not with rj» xeîpa, 
which according to Greek idiom (and Latin usage is similar) would mean 
*his hand' without the addition of any pronoun. 

2. її 10 Gore ётітіпте офтф (va ойто) бүфортоц боо. sixov 
paorvyac. No parallel in Matthew: but Luke again changes the order 


€ 


TAG ó бхХос {тоо бїлгтсобоц ойто. 


2 Luke, however, here (xviii 15) has Bpédy, interpreting Mark's qouóío — rightly or 
wrongly — in this sense. He also uses Во#фос̧ four times in chapters i and ii, of the babe 
in the womb or newly born: his terms for age are more clearly articulated (as we should 
expect) than those of the other evangelists. 
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[v 27 yaro тоб ішатіои айтої. So by exception (though the addition 
of тод ішатіоу makes the exception less marked), and so naturally the 
other two Synoptists here retain the same order of words.] 

3. v 28 ёди буорон кё» tov іротіор афтод. So the critical editions, 
and so Matthew (Luke drops the verse): but Marcan usage makes it more 
than probable that the Alexandrian reading — it is only found in X B C L 
A © — is an assimilation to the previous verse or to Matthew, and that we 
ought to follow the rest of our authorities, including D and the Latins (it 
is true that Latins may be just following the idiom of their language), and 
invert the order кб тор ішатіор abro) бором. 

4. v 30 Tic pov ўұото тёр ipariwv; Luke substitutes Tic 6 dyapevdc 
рою; Matthew drops the verse. 

5. v 31 xai Хбуєіс Tic pov yaro; Matthew again gives no parallel: 
Luke changes the interrogation to a statement, alters the order to "Нуатб 
роб тес. 

6. vi 56 iva kàv тоб краотёдоу тод ішатіоо ойтой боктон. No Luke: 
but Matthew makes the expected change iva pórov бүфортон той 
кратёбоо тод ішатіоу abro. 

7. vi 56b кої боо. би Ўұорто офтоб бісафвтасу. But I suspect that 
with the Old Latins and Matthew (there is по Luke) we ought to omit 
офтоў. If Matthew had found отой in that position in his text of Mark, 
why in the world should he have omitted it? 

[vii 33 птбоос̧ ўұото түс yYA@oons abro. Compare v 27 above: по 
parallel in either Matthew or Luke.] 

8. viii 22 торокоХобси abrov (ра афто? Grot. Again no parallels. 

9. x 13 трооёфероР aite подій їра афту äymrar. So М-Н with X 
B CL A © 124 and Luke: Matthew бо ràg хєїрас Стів айтоїс. But 
Tischendorf in Mark has &ymrou офт@у with the mass of authorities, 
including D W Old Latins and Origen. Decision is difficult: yet can we 
suppose that Luke found before him in Mark &yro« оту, and altered it 
to айтди буртаг? 


(b) Other instances in Mark of the verb placed last, after its object, or the 
noun after the pronoun depending on it. 

10. i 44 осоутдр ócitov TH їєраї. So Matthew: but Luke 6 ор 
oEeavTor. 

11. 115, 9 ddievrai cov ai биортиоц, with Matthew: Luke аферта 
oot ai GpapTios ооу. 

12. iii 11 örar отд» é0ccpovr. No parallels. 

13. iv 30 ёр tim abri)» тарафоХд OGpev; No parallel in Matthew: 
Luke тім: é6pouiow оту; 
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14. iv 41 6 &repoc кої ў бвХаосог айті bTaKober. So in effect Matt.: 
Luke again inverts verb and personal pronoun, bzaxotovoty avrà. 

15. v 4 ойбеїс toxver айтбу башбоси. No parallels. 

16. v 10 ivo pù avrà дтостеїху ... Мо parallel in Matthew: Luke 
tro: py &mirá£m айтоїс ... 

17. vi 17 бт abri» éyaunoev. No parallel. 

18. vi 20 йббше abro ijkovev. Matthew in effect retains the construc- 
tion while he alters the sense, фс vpodjrqv айтбу sixov. No Luke. 

19. vii 18 od б0рогтоц abróv косиубаси. No parallel. 

20. ix 18а бтою ёё» abrórv ката от. Matthew omits: Luke, though 
with a change to the direct construction, ioù трєдра AapBa&ver офтбу. 

21. ix 18b tva офтд éxBadwow. Omitted by Matthew: Luke again 
transposes, tva éxBadwoty айтб. 

22. їх 19 ёос móre прос фиёс ёоороц, So in effect Matthew: Luke 
ёос̧ пбтє Eoopot прос bua; 

23. іх 32 дфобобуто сєдтдр бпеєротісси. Matthew has another phrase: 
Luke transposes бфобофито épwríjoot сїйтби. 

24. ix 37 ёс б» ëv ràv подію тобтор SéEnTat. Here both the other 
Synoptists transpose, öç ёйи ё тог Ev поибіом тогоёто (Luke тобто тд 
тоцбїор). 

25. х2 el cor àvópi yvvotka йпохбдси. No Luke: but Matthew 
астоАфоси THY yuvaiKa оўтой. 

26. x 32 5рЁато айтоїс Aéyew. Matthew and Luke both omit 7рЁсго, 
but both put the personal pronoun last, sizev avroic, єтєр прос офтойс. 

27. хі 28 тїс бог Thy 2Ёороїар тойт» йбожер ... ; Both Matthew and 
Luke transfer тй» gEovciav тотту to the end, after the verb. 

28. xii 12а ёфўтори avrov xporríoot. So Matthew: Luke éfjryoapr ... 
ёт:боХдїр ёт’ abtov Tas хєїрас. 

29. xii 12Ь бт. тодс айтойс ri» тараоХ р cinev. Matthew omits 
the noun, Luke transposes it eirev rij» таравохди тайтир. 

30. хи 13 úa афтдр aypebowowv Хбуф. So Matthew: but Luke tva 
ётиХаДшутсиц, A’TOD Хбуоу. 

31. (cf 23). хіі 34 ойбеїс ойкёт, дтбхра офтду &mepwrijoo.. Matthew 
ётєротт) воц abrov ойкёт,, Luke éxepwrdy офтду ойбер. 

32. xiv 1 піс айтду ... &aoKTeivwotv. So in substance Matthew, but 
with 7ó» "Ітаоби for obróv: Luke тд піс àvéNootv отбу. 

33. xiv 10 (va айтду rpodot [торобо] айтоїс. Both the others invert 
dative and accusative: Luke тд төс айтоїс tapað айтбр, Matthew дуб 
йш» Topaóóoo афтбр. 

34. xiv 11 тс офтду єйкаїрос тарабої. So Matthew (ус айтди 
тарабі: but Luke ebxatpiay тод таробойиси сйтбу. 
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35. xiv 12 бїс тд таоха čðvov. No parallel in Matthew: but Luke ди 
fi Єбєг Өбсодои тд тбсҳо. 

36. xiv 14 бтор тд тасха ... P&yw. Luke by exception agrees: it is 
here Matthew who inverts, тоф тд таха. 

37. xiv 30 тріс ue дтарийст. Both the other Synoptists invert: Mat- 
thew тріс дтарріст pe, Luke тріс &raprýon ші cidévat pe. 

38. xiv 42 0 таробібойс ue ўүүғкєу. No parallel in Luke: Matthew 
Түүжер 6 тарабібойс pe. Strictly speaking this instance does not come 
under the heading of verb and object, as #yy.xev is intransitive; but the 
change of order in Matthew seems significant. 

39. xiv 47 дфеїАє» abro) тд wrdpiov. So Matthew: but Luke àóetAer 
тд ойс oro тд бебіби. Possibly Mark meant abro) to depend upon 
афер, and if so his phrase would stand: but certainly Luke interpreted 
him in the other sense. 

40. xiv 63 ті ёт: xypciav Ёходс» paprópwv; with Matthew. Even 
here, where change seems less necessary, Luke alters to ті т: &xopev 
paptupiag xpsiov; 

41. xiv 65 oi brnpéron paíauacw abtov EBadov. No parallels. 

42. xiv 72 ddéxtwp ёфортоєр, and so Matthew: but Luke é¢davnoev 
ОАёктор- 

43. xv 31 &AXovc “owaev, éavrüv ob dbvaTat осо. So Matthew, 
and the emphasis оп &AXovg ... баютби seems to justify the order: but 
again Luke’s instinct is for change, &AAXovc 20006) сообто éEavTov. 

44. xvi 7 ёкс! aùròv Oycoüc. Here, though Matthew follows Mark the 
order seems indefensible in Greek: but unfortunately there is no Lucan 
parallel. 


It is not suggested that these instances are typical of Mark in the sense 
that this order of words is his normal usage: but they are not 
inconsiderable in number, and Luke's alteration of them in almost every 
case, whether instinctive or intentional, is certainly no mere accident — 
not even though the actual converse happens on occasion, as for instance 
Gf our texts are correct) Mark xi 17 тєтогфксєтс отд» отоло Хпотор, 
where the others give abréy émowire (ётог)оостс) сті)Лолом Anoràv. In 
thirteen of our forty-four cases there is no Lucan parallel: of the remain- 
ing thirty-one, Luke makes the change to the normal Greek order of 
words in no less than twenty-nine, the exceptions being only 9, 36. Mat- 
thew, as so often, stands in between Mark and Luke, altering the Marcan 
order about as frequently as he leaves it unchanged; that is to say, out of 
twenty-eight cases where his text is parallel, he follows Mark in fourteen 
and diverges in thirteen (7 being a doubtful reading in Mark). 
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Whence did Mark derive his occasional use of an order of words so 
fundamentally alien to the Greek language? Greek puts the emphatic 
words in the forefront of the sentence, and the verb therefore cannot be 
left to the last. Latin, on the other hand, habitually closes the sentence 
with the verb. The conclusion seems irresistible that — just as Jerome in 
the Vulgate introduces a Graecizing order, putting words like eius, for 
instance, at the end of the sentence — Mark introduces in the Greek of his 
Gospel a Latinizing order. The influence which Mark’s years of 
residence in Rome exercised over the development of his literary Greek 
style (if one may use such a phrase about his Gospel at all) was doubtless 
not inconsiderable. The Greek he had picked up іп his boyhood at 
Jerusalem was, we may assume, wholly non-literary and colloquial. That 
it came in a Latin-speaking city to such maturity as it attained, is sug- 
gested forcibly by the feature of it which we have now been examining. 


(4) iva (Mark 1% columns, Matthew barely 1, Luke 1; John nearly 3). 


But in the following list tva is only included when not used with its proper 
sense of purpose. 

1. iii 9 xoi cimev Toig иобутойс отой (va TXowiptov троокортер1) 
aire. No parallels. 

2. v 18 тарекбХеї 6 башотавсїс ра per’ айтоб й. Luke дбєєто ... 
sivow оўу сфтф. No parallel in Matthew. 

3. v 23 xai таракодеї айтбу TONG ... iva EMav EMS тас xeipoc 
aùr — so I think Mark means to construct the tva (cf. 10). Matthew 
turns the sentence into oratio recta, àxkAà éNav éní0cg ... Luke omits. 

4. v 43 кої бієстеїхато сафтоёс TONNA iva: шлбеїс уумої тобто. Nothing 
parallel in Matthew: Luke again has infinitive rapiyyetAev отоёс pndevi 
вітеїу тд уєуорбс. 

5. vi 8 каї парійуувілер айтоїс iva pndév aïpwov cic 656v. Both the 
others substitute the oratio recta, ці xrionode, pndév сїрєтє. 

6. vi 12 кой éEcA0óvreg ёкїриёор iva peravoĝðow. Luke omits the 
phrase: Matthew has no parallel. 

7. vi 25 0бма iva é£avríjc бдс иог ёті тїрак, ... Matthew omits 06Х0) 
iva and writes ббс иог бе ётї пірокі. Luke has no parallel for the six 
cases 7-12. 

8. vi 56 xoi mapexcdovy avrov iva Kav тод крадтебою тод ішатіоу 
отой &ywvrot. Here for the first time Matthew follows Mark. 

9. vii 26 йраота айтду fva тд бацибторм ExBad} ... Matthew again sub- 
stitutes the oratio recta. 
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10. vii 32 кої тарокоХодёо отд» Тра 27:07 сіті) Tiv xelpa. 
Matthew omits the whole clause. 

11. vii 36 ко! dteoreiAaTo афтоїс iva шубері NEywour. No parallel. 

12. viii 22 xoi rapaKadodor айтди tva офто? @үлүтол. No parallel. 

13. viii 30 каї éreripnoey афтоїс iva pndevi MEywouw пері стой. 
Matthew for the second time agrees, dtsoreikaTo тоїс pabytaic iva 
шубері stxwow ... Luke, as in 2 and 4, substitutes the infinitive, 
тарйууєвіхем undevi №үє тобто. 

14. ix 9 бієстеїхато офтойс Тра uberi ё slov SinyhowvTow. Matthew 
changes to a command in the oratio recta, pydem einnte тд брама, Luke 
to a statement of fact, ovdevi ётўуус№ар ... ойбёр фу &ópakav. 

15. ix 12 тс убураттол ётї Tov vidv тоб дірдразтої (va ToXXà THON. 
No parallel. 

16. їх 18 кої exa тос родутоаїс cov ра айтд éxB&dwotv. Matthew 
omits the Тус clause, Luke (with 266101) for eio) here retains it. 

17. ix 30 кої ойк #02№єу Тра тіс yvot. Both the others omit the phrase. 

18. x 35 ouer бо б àv ст  дшиёр oc morons иі». Matthew 
omits the clause, Luke the whole episode, including 19. 

19. x 37 бдс tiv iva siç aov дк óctuv ... kaBiowpev. And so Mat- 
thew, cimé iva kabiowow ... 

20. x 48 xoi émeríuov аўто поХлої (va спотіст. So both Matthew 
and Luke, as in the next case. 

21. x 51 0 88 тофАдс sizer офтф "Poffovri, iva àvaßréyw. 1 believe 
that the construction with fva depends (cf. no.3) on the verb of the 
preceding verse 0X тогфдүс. Both Matthew and Luke follow Mark 
closely here, and presumably constructed Тро in the same way after 
Өх». 

22. xi 16 кої офк Fdtev Їмо тїс бієрбукт Оксбдос бий Tod ієрод. No 
parallels. 

23. xi 28 3) тїс дог THY ёЁороїар тоту ббожеу ivo тобто тойс; The 
tva clause is strictly superfluous after тайтуи, and both Matthew and 
Luke seize on so good an excuse for omitting it. 

24. хи 19 Момойс čypayev Пір бт. ёйр ... Тра A&B ... It would 
appear that iva, which is not part of ће О.Т. quotation, must depend on 
&ypayev. Matthew re-writes the quotation: Luke follows Mark, possibly 
supposing that (vo Ха т was from the LXX. 

25. xiii 34 каї тб буршрі ёустейхато їмо уртуорії. No parallels. 

26. xiv 12 поб бЕхєєс ётоибсоџер iva ффутіс тб пбаха; Luke omits 
the “va clause, Matthew substitutes the infinitive dayetv. 

27. xiv 35  трообхето iva єї буратбу ёоти» тарёХдү &т' ойтой Ù 
ро. Where Mark as here, and occasionally elsewhere, makes a state- 
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ment in oratio obliqua and follows it by the same thing oratio recta, Mat- 
thew and Luke do not repeat both of the two but prefer that in oratio 
recta; Matthew, however, has clearly taken ei duvaréy otv пторећбто 
from Mark’s iva торё\р, so that in his case at least the fro clause 15 
turned into a direct prayer. 

28. xv 11 of 62 йруієреїс ОРёосиоар Tov OxXov va p&Adov Tov 
Bopof&v бтоХбот афтоїс. So in substance Matthew, with Ёлесос for 
dvénetoav: Luke has the oratio recta, àvékparyov 68 TavTAnOst Хбуортес 
Аїрє Tobrov &vóAvoor ё й» Вара ар. 

29. xv 15 каї tapéðwkev Tov 1. фрогүсХХддаос fva стамровії. So 
Matthew: Luke торёбекв» TO Oedjpare айтди. 

30. xv 20 кої é£dryovow сфтдр iva. oravpdowov. Both 30 and 29 
could be rendered ‘in order that’, but іп both cases the meaning is just ‘to 
be crucified’ Чо crucify’, and Matthew rightly interprets with ёс тд 
oravp@oat. There is no parallel in Luke. 

31. xv 21 «oi a&yyapetovow ... Lipwya ... Тра брт Tov оторду 
а?тод. As in 29 Matthew follows Mark: Luke substitutes an infinitive, 
фреш. 

Some of these instances of (vo, and perhaps especially the last three, 
are not so clearly non-purposive as the rest, and it is hardly surprising 
that Matthew here and there (8, 13, 19, 20, 21, 28, 29, 31) accepts the 
construction, as even Luke, though more rarely, does sometimes (16, 20, 
21, 24). But the general instinct of both is to make a change, Matthew 
twelve times out of twenty, Luke thirteen times out of seventeen. Some- 
times they merely omit: in other cases they substitute the oratio recta (so 
especially Matthew, five times: Luke twice) or an infinitive (so especially 
Luke, four times: Matthew once or twice). 

But what then is the explanation of Mark’s fondness for iva after verbs 
like тарокоХєР бийотӨХСобоц Tapayyédrcww вбтпітциби évTéddcobat 
and others? I cannot help thinking that we have here another illustration 
of the influence of the Latin of Rome on Mark’s Greek: for in Latin we 
have rogo ut, oro ut, impero ut, monco (admonco) ut, suadeo ut, and so 
on. 

No doubt iva in the Кош] generally was coming into much more gen- 
eral use than it had enjoyed in Attic Greek: any grammar of New Testa- 
ment Greek will illustrate the point that ўро is no longer confined to the 
sense of purpose, and references need not be accumulated here. But 
writers on New Testament Greek are (naturally) inclined to exaggerate the 
extent to which it is a single self-contained whole: if these ‘notes on Mar- 
can usage' have done anything else, they have, I hope, established the 
result that the Greek of one of the three Synoptic writers does show 
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broad, almost fundamental, differences from the Greek of the other two. 
And the more we emphasize the enlarged use of {va throughout the range 
of the Kou, the more pressing, as it seems to me, is the need for 
accounting for the contrast in this respect between Mark and Luke. If 
Mark's extended use of {va is not to be explained as a vulgarism, some 
other way of explaining it must be sought. 

Now there are two or three directions in which recent investigations 
cited in Moulton's Prolegomena to the Grammar of N.T.Greek (1906) 
offer instructive parallels. Thumb (Moulton, p. 205) concludes that there 
were two rival tendencies, with a geographical dividing line between 
them, in this matter, Asiatic Greek leaning to a larger use of the infini- 
tive, Western and European Greek to the universalizing of iva (it will be 
noted that Luke, as pointed out above, sometimes replaces the tva of 
Mark by an infinitive), the European use having in modern Greek ousted 
the other alternative. To a similar result are we led by Kälker’s emphasis 
(Moulton, p. 206) on the frequency of tva in Polybius — for Polybius 
spent a large proportion of the years of his adult life in Italy. Add to this 
that Mark has been shown, half a dozen pages back, to adopt, often 
enough to call for explanation, an order of words in his Greek which is 
not a Greek order but a Latin: and I submit that the thesis needs con- 
sideration that his exaggerated use of tva should be traced back to the 
same source, his years of residence in Rome.? 

These scholars who, like Moulton himself (p. 20) and Radermacher 
(Neutestamentliche Grammatik p. 11), restrain within very narrow limits 
the influence of Latin on Hellenistic and New Testament Greek have per- 
haps not sufficiently investigated the possibility of this influence being 
specially great in individual writers such as St Mark: and it is only with 
regard to St Mark in contrast to the other two Synoptists that I plead for a 
reconsideration of the case. 


(5) Absence of Хбуаи (ХЄүортєс) after verbs introducing a statement or a 
question, where Matthew and Luke add or substitute it. Y 
i. &yavoxkretv 

1. xiv 4 бар 66 Twec дуарактобутес трдс баютойс Eic ті й алс 
ar ...; Matthew Түүсийкт дол Xévyorrec Еіс ті ... No Luke. 


3 Moulton (p. 21 and p. 21 n.3) admits that some writers are more disposed than he 
is himself to allow some place to Latin influence, e.g. Blass Grammatik des NTlichen 
Griechisch p. 4; and on more general lines W. Schulze Graeca Latina. 
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ii. атокрбуеодсц 

2. viii 4 ётєкр( 0 дар aùr oi иод той. офтоб бт, Повер тобтоос 
durjoetai Ttc... Matthew Aéyovatv abr ot шавутог Пове» huir ... No 
Luke. 

3. ix 17 àmexpí0n ойт siç ёк тоб ёҳ\оу ДібдіакаХе, йуєука Tov иби 
рою. Matthew троо9Хбер ... Хүр, Luke &Génoev Аёүш». 

4. xii 29 ётекрібт 6 'Inootc бт Пофту éorív ... Matthew 6 58 Edn 
abrQ ... Luke 6 бё eimev трдс сфтбу ... 


ій. Body 
5. xv 34 &Bdnoev б "тоос pawi ивубХт "НАС 'HAzi ... Matthew 


à&veßónoer 0 `I. pwr ueyáNn Хүр ... No parallel in Luke: but cf. no. 
3. 


iv. боллот  єобоц 

6. ii 6 АоХоү(биеро: ду тойс карбісис сйтбу» Ti обтос obra Моє; 
Luke 4ptavro биоХоү((єобон Хбуартес Tiç ... Matthew єйтом ёр баютоїс 
Oérog ... 

7. viii 16 бієхоуїорто прос ОХХ Адирс бт Gprovg ойк Éxovow. Mat- 
thew бисХоү орто ду баутоїс №үортєс̧ бті "Артоус ойк ё№аВорер. Мо 
Luke. 


v. биайтЕ ХААс0дон 


8. ix 9 бієотеїато афтойс Yva ur. б (бои бүүйсшутод. Matthew 
биєтеїХато айтоїс 6 `I. Хбусу" Муде єїттте Tò Spapa. No Luke. 


мі. дптератдба (éÉpwráw)t 

9. у 9 2турфта айтби Tí óvouá aor; Luke érepórgocv айтду ò `I. 
Хбуши Tí aot буод& orv; Nothing parallel in Matthew. 

10. vii 26 рота афтдр iva тд бацибріюк exBadrn ёк тїс Өгүстрдс 
айтіїс. Matthew трооскбис: aùr Хбүорда Коріє, Войвеї por. No Luke. 

11. vii 5 púra абтобс Пбасус буєтє бртоос: Matthew substitutes 
Хбуєі for йрота. There is no Luke. 

12. viii 29 ётурфта abroóc "Тиєїс 82 тіра ue Хбуєте sivan, Matthew 
and Luke substitute Хбуєі (cimev) for érgpóra. 

13. ix 28 кот Шар érnpatuv офтбу "Оті їиеїс ойк дбимівтиєм 
ёкВаћєї» abró: Опсе more Matthew кат ібіам sinov Aui ті йреїс ... 
No parallel to this verse in Luke. 
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14. x 2 ёлурфтоР сфтбу Ei É£corw avdpi уипроїко ОтоХбоси: 
пеірбіортес айтби. Matthew тороо ХбоР abTQ ... пеірб(ортес̧ айтдр кої 
Aéyorreg Ei ёЁсоти ... Again no Luke. 

15. x 17 xpoodpapar sig каї yovwrerjoog айтди єтпрота abTov 
AidáockaAe ... Luke adds Aéywr (Exnpwrnoéy тїс abrov брхор AEywr 
Дедбокаћє ... ), Matthew as elsewhere substitutes emer (cic rpooceNOwy 
abrQ sixev Дібйакайе ... ) 

16. xii 28 érnpadryoev ойто» Поѓо éoriv ёртоћ№ трет ... Matthew 
for once repeats Mark’s phrase; Luke, in a more or less parallel passage, 
substitutes &véorn ... Абушр. 

17. xii 3 érgpóra отд» кат idiav Петрос каї 'Iáxoffog ... Бїлд» 
Tiuiv тбтє ... Both Matthew and Luke add ЖХебудитес: Luke keeps 
ётпротпооу, for which Matthew has his favourite phrase 7poofjA00v 
афт. 

18. xv 2 2ппроттоєу avrov ò ПеїАбтос Li єї 6 Вао№єйс тор 'I.; Both 
the others retain the verb (Luke ўроттоєр), but both add Хушу. 


[vii. émiripaw 

19. i 25 ézetipnoey avrà ó “Inoodc Фиидбтүт, кой EEeAOc. So Tis- 
chendorf with N* А", but the rest agree with Luke дпетіштаєу avrà 6 1. 
Asya ... , and that may probably be right: though the caution must be 
given that the Old Latins frequently add dicens where Mark’s text is 
without it (so k in ix 29, x 17, xii 28, xv 2: not in x 2, xiii 3), 
presumably following the idiom of their language.] 


vill. кетокр{р р 

20. xiv 64 oi бё тартєс котёкрироу офтд» Évoxov civar даубтоо. 
Matthew turns it with Asye» into the oratio recta oi 68 дтокравіртес 
єѓтоу" "Брохос 6avárov éoriv. No parallel in Luke. 


[ix. knpbooew 

21. 114, 15 кпрбосор тд ebayyeuor [rfc Вос:№іас̧] ToU 0500, бт. 
ПеєтАфротон, ó колрбс ... So again Tischendorf with &" с Origen, against 
the rest, who add Аёүш» or кої Аёүш» before ӧт; Matthew paro 
Knptooew каї Хбусір. Once more, as with émitipay, the want of clear 
Marcan parallels weights the balance against the reading of К.| 


х. косо) (with Aéyeu, however, 5/8) 
22. xi 9 &краќоу ‘Qoavva. Matthew and Luke both add Aéyorrec, and 
Luke substitutes aivety Tv 0cóv for краку. 
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23, 24. xv 13, 14 &xpatav Lraipwoor айтбу ... тєр оос Expatov 
Хтабридом афтбу. Here Matthew has Aéyovot тартєс ... тєргоодс 
ЁкроЁор Хбуортєс; Luke has 2тєфдуор» Хбуортєс on the first occasion, 
and phrases the second differently. 


хі. ХаАеїи 

25. xiv 31 ó 62 ёктери ооёс éXadet Еф» ббт pe сораптоварети оо: ... 
Matthew Хуг: афтф 6 Петрос Kav én pe ... , and so Luke, though he 
has only a rougher parallel, 6 68 eire» avrà. 


Perhaps no very striking results emerge. Nearly half the instances cited 
аге in connexion with a single verb érepwraw (épwrdw), and here we 
may safely say that Mark uses it without Aéyc, the other two tend either 
to add Хбу (so Luke 4/6) or to substitute it (so Matt. 7/9). As to the 
remaining ten verbs, it is not meant to be suggested that Mark's normal 
usage is to employ them without Хбуа: but even if the instances are 
exceptional, they are at the same time numerous enough to justify the 
impression that he can on occasion use any verb which implies ‘saying’ 
without adding the actual phrase 'saying', while with Matthew and Luke 
the rule is almost absolute the other way. And just as with Mark's 
ётєротбо, so with the other verbs, Matthew prefers the substitution of 
Хбус, Luke the addition. Mark's omission of Aéyw is no Latinism, but is 
probably just colloquial rather than literary language. But it accounts for 
some half-dozen of these agreements between Matthew and Luke against 
Mark which have disturbed the judgement of so many critics. 


XI - Usage of Mark: 6 "псоїс and "Тлаоїсії 


I am not here discussing St Mark’s usage of 6 "Incofc in general. In 
Note V I called attention to his comparatively infrequent use of the phrase 
in narrative (that is, at the head of a paragraph or sub-paragraph) as com- 
pared with his use of it “in the give and take of question and answer”. It 
is also characteristic that he rather often introduces it in the middle or at 
the end of a sentence — in most of such cases one or the other of the later 
Synoptists omits it.! Му purpose is limited to the presence or absence of 
the article with "Поодс, whether in the nominative or in the oblique 
cases. And I propose to extend the investigation to cover all four 
Gospels. 

Abstraction must first be made of certain phrases, where the article 
before 'Igyoobc is necessarily or normally absent. Such would be, apart 
from the vocative, the title 'Туоойс Хрістбс (i 1) and the instances of 
addition to the name 'Igyoo0c of an adjective with article prefixed, "таобс 
ó Ма(ортубс, x 47, xvi 6 — though even in this phrase we have in xiv 
67, if the М-Н text is right, perà тод Nafapyvod 1000 тод особ. 

But with this qualification, the rule in Mark is practically absolute 6 
"пооїс not 'Їїдоодс. The concordance gives between sixty and seventy 
instances (of which all but some eighteen are in the nominative) and in 
only two is there any serious evidence for omission of the article. 
Occasionally indeed it may be a question whether the personal name 
should go altogether: but wherever 'Igcoüc stands іп the text 6 stands 
also? except possibly іп i 9 and і 14. In i 9 'Iggoc is the reading of X А 
B L and the great majority: in i 14 of A, several uncials and some forty 
minuscules. In the latter case the evidence for omission is obviously 
inadequate. In the former case we have to set a large preponderance of 
MS evidence against D A 28 fam 13 and Marcan usage. 

At the most then we have only a single example in St. Mark of 'Iyooüg 
alone. At the other end stands John where the usage 'Inooóc is not quite 
infrequent. In both Matthew and Luke we have a few cases where the 
evidence for omission of the article is overwhelming (Matt. xiv 1 Tjj» 
коў» “Inoodv, Matt xx 30 ёт: 'Iqooüg тарбуєг, Luke ii 52 кої бос 
TpoékoTTEV èv Th oodia, Luke iii 21 кої Л бод» Barriobévroc, Luke iv 1 


1 Mark ii 15, v 15, vi 30 (contrast Luke), ix 4 (contrast Matthew), x 50, xi 7 (con- 
trast Matt.), xi 33 (contrast Luke), xiv 55, xiv 60 (contrast Matt.), xiv 67 (contrast Luke). 
2 Of course Latin evidence does not ordinarily count in questions of the article, 


though in the African Old Latin ó is sometimes represented by ille. But even there you 
would not find Ше lesus for 6 'Inaoc. 
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'Inooüg 58 тАйрте Пусбиотос ‘Ayiov, Luke ix 36 єйревт оос ибуос), 
and more where our best or some of our best MSS are in favour of omis- 
sion, though the total numbers for "Пдобс would not rise to more than 
eight in all for Matthew and fourteen for Luke. What is remarkable is 
that B is in both Gospels the constant factor, whether alone or with a 
smaller or larger group of other MSS, in favour of omission. Matt. xxvi 
51 is the solitary exception to the rule. It will also be noted that, while in 
Luke the clearest cases for omission occur for the most part at the 
beginning of the Gospel, in Matthew every single instance, whether of the 
supporting authorities are few or many, occurs in the second half of the 
Gospel. 


"Inoots in Matthew 
1. xiv 1 rij» дкойу 'Tqoob. No variant. 
2. xxvi 8? єї иў айтди "Iqooür (К "Incoür айтби) póvov В" К. 
All others тди 'Igooüv póvov 
. XX 17 рер 62 àvoffoítvew Inoots В. All the rest кої &raßaiveiw 
0 "Inooic save 1 and Origen uéAXov ёё 6 'Iyoobc dvaBaivew 
4. xx 30 бкобоортес бт "Iqoobc торбтүг., No variant. 
5. xxi 1 тбтє 'Iqaog &méoreiNcv бо џобттдс B D 22" al mu. 
6 
7 


w 


. xxi 12 кой 105 ХАдер 'Iqooüc sic тд ієрду ВК" C A al Orig % 
. xxvi 51 sig T&v perà "оо. All except (1) L and a few 
others uerà тод "Паоб, (2) В per’ avrob. 
8. xxviii 9 xai ібой “Inoodc invoer айтаїс. А B С D etc. 


"'Inaoc in Luke 

1. ii 52 xoi аобс троќкоттер бу Th дофіа B N^ A BC D L A and 
practically all others: К” Orig 5 (note the agreement) 6 "Паобс. 

2. iii 21 xai Тосо? Вотт:од&ртос̧. No variant. 
3. iii 23 кої адтдс Hy 'Incoüc брхбиеуос cosi ... B R L 33 al aliq, and 
so, though otherwise with a different reading, D Clem Ath. 

iv 1 7 рофс бё тАўрус̧ Пиєйнатос ‘Ayiov. No variant. 

iv 8 кой б'токр:бєїс emer avrà 'Inoobc В 

v 8 трооётеоср тоёс үбросі 17009 B К A and some eighty others. 

v 10 кої єїтєу подс Tov Біцора "тообс BL 

ix 36 єйревт “Inoodc ибос BRA С" D A and some fifty others. 
cf. Matt. xvii 8 

9. ix 50 eimev 68 подс айтби 'Iqooüg ВК 


оса AWS 


3 For omission after айтбе cf. Luke iii. 23, xxiv. 15. 
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10. xviii 404 отобєїс 68 Inoods BD 

11. xxii 48 'Iyaoc $ eizev abt Тоббо BX LT 

12. xxii 52 єйтєу бё `Тооўс трдс тойс Tapayevopévovg ВХА Т 
13. xxiii 28 orpadeic 68 трдс aùràç 'Inooóg BRL 

14. xxiv 15 xai aùròç Тоос éyyioas бієторейсто ВКА І. 


4 Note that the section ix 51 - xviii 14 contains no instance of "таодс, whereas there 
are examples just before and just after. But the personal name itself is rather markedly 
uncommon in the section. 
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The following notes give added bibliographical information or further 
details about issues raised by Turner. The numerals preceding each note 
refer to the sections of Turner’s Notes. 


I 
IV 


IV 1 


У (У) 


See N.Turner, chapter 12 52 
See N.Turner, chapter 12 § 5 


For a different punctuation of Mark i 1-4 and a discussion of 
кадфс in the New Testament see J.K.Elliott, “кабфс and 


ботер іп the New Testament" Filología Neotestamentaria 7 
(1991) pp. 55-8 


See Note VIII “The Disciples and the Twelve". 
See N.Turner, chapter 12 5 2 


Further on oi иобттой (отой) see J.K.Elliott, “рабттіјс with а 
Possessive in the New Testament" TZ 35 (1979) pp. 300-4 and 
in my "Ап Eclectic Textual Commentary on the Greek Text of 
Mark's Gospel" (chapter 10 below under vi 41). Both articles 
are reproduced in my Essays and Studies in New Testament 
Textual Criticism (Córdoba, 1991) pp. 139-145 and 159-170 
(= Estudios de Filología Neotestamentaria 3) 


Turner changed his mind on the occurrence of the plural of 
óxAoc at x 1. See his “Western Readings in the Second Half of 
St. Mark's Gospel" JTS xxix (1927) esp. pp. 4f. We may add 
to Turner's Note on бхХос in several particulars. First regard- 
ing the use of the adjective with óyXoc. Mark with one excep- 
tion uses the article or an adjective, never both: the exception 
is T&G. (пӧс̧ 6 бхАос occurs at ii 13, iv 1, ix 15, xi 18). At 
Ш 32 v.l. adds 0 and this should be accepted as original; it 
would have been easy to omit the article before буХос, as may 
be seen in variants at iii 20, ix 25 and x 1 (where we should 
read the singular 6 óxAoc: the plural reading there is doubly 
against Mark’s style both being an exceptional plural and being 
anarthrous. Another v.l. óxXog тоХбс at x 1 would also be 
compatible with Mark's usage.) At iii 7 read тоАёс óxXoc and 


У (мі) 


УП 
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thus increase Turner’s total of occurrences of óxAoc from 37 to 
38 (v.l. коло тАдбос is likely to be a harmonization to the 
Lucan parallel 1). At iv 1 read тоХфс not пАєїдтос. At xii 37 
omit 6 with X D W etc. At xiv 43 add поћс. If these vv.ll are 
accepted, Mark’s pattern of using óxAog with either article or 
adjective (excluding тбс) may be maintained, and the adjec- 
tives are restricted to то\йс or ixavóc. 

The use of бүХос suggests that the word has a precise meaning 
in Mark. As Turner indicates, Mark does not use буЛос of the 
disciples. He keeps crowd and disciples distinct. This feature 
of his style has a bearing on v 24. Here буХос поХіс is not the 
disciples and бїкоХонбей» (see Turner, Note V (vi)) is used of 
other than disciples. If we eliminate тХрбос from Mark then 
the only apparent synonym is Хабс. This is found in the 
quotation at vii 6 and xiv 2 where it may mean “Ше people 
(Israel)! as in Luke. At xi 32 we may read v.l. Soy (and 
thereby increase the total number of occurrences of буХос to 
39) but if Aoóc is read, again ‘the people (Israel)' is likely to 
be the meaning. 

Turner notes that лёс ó бхАос governs a plural verb three 
times out of four, although each of those three is not firm in 
the ms.tradition. The exception in his list is at ii 13 but there 
is a v.l. ўрҳорто read by 157, 565, 1071 supported by some 
Old Latin witnesses. The plural is likely to be original 
throughout: scribes motivated by formal grammar could have 
altered these to singulars. 

For óxXog without тёс (either with another adjective or with 
the definite article) the singular verb is used whether the verb 
precedes or not: the one exception to this is at iii 7 but this 
noun is some distance from its verb (дколойвтаєм is unlikely to 
be original at iii 7) and the unusual list of dependent phrases 
has doubtless influenced the use of àxoóorreg ... Або». Again 
we note that iii 7 has been subjected to much scribal activity. 


Further on ахоХоидёо see G.D.Kilpatrick, “Some Notes on 
Marcan Usage" (chapter 6 below). 


See further G.D.Kilpatrick on particles (chapter 9 below). 


1 тАйвос Todd in iii. 8 is also likely to be secondary. 
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VII 3 


VII 4 (ii) 


VIII (i) 


VIII (ii) 
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See N.Turner, chapter 12 § 2 


G.D.Kilpatrick supplements Turner on ody and on asyndeton in 
his “Matthew on Matthew” reprinted as chapter 33 in 
J.K.Elliott (ed.), The Principles and Practice of New Testament 
Textual Criticism (Leuven, 1990) pp. 250-8, esp. pp. 253 f. 
(=BETL 96). 


See further G.D.Kilpatrick on periphrastic єёуоц and participle 
in “Some Notes on Marcan Usage” (chapter 6 below) and 
Nigel Turner (chapter 12 below) § 5. 


On йобато /  рЁорто with the present infinitive the following 
additional comments may be made. One is that this formula 
occurs as a variant at v 18, xiv 72 (both in D). As this is char- 
acteristic of Mark’s usage (26 times) these variants present 
themselves as worthy of consideration as the original reading. 
The fact that, apart from one isolated example of the active, the 
verb occurs only in this stereotyped kind of phrase suggests 
that we are dealing with a precisely defined idiom. At several 
places the meaning, “began to” is inappropriate. Thus at x 28 
Peter did not merely begin to say what follows, he said it. 
This applies to similar phrases with Мусу аз at х 32, 47, хи 
1, хш 5, xiv 69. Likewise in other passages the evangelist is 
not concerned to stress that Jesus or others began to do some- 
thing as distinct from just doing it. For example, at v 20 it is 
not that the man “began to proclaim” which makes people mar- 
vel but what he “proclaimed”. 

At other places the context allows us to give 7рЁоуто the mean- 
ing *began" or not as we choose. For example, ii 23 we can 
translate jjp£ovro ббди mory "began to make their way" or 
*made their way" without harm to the sense. On the other 
hand there are no passages where the sense "began" is 
required. 

These considerations, that in some verses the verb cannot be 
translated “began” without conflicting with the context, that 
elsewhere the rendering “began” is optional and that nowhere 
the meaning “began” is necessary, are in favour of the view 
that this kind of phrase in Mark is merely a periphrasis for a 
past tense. 


VIII (iv) 


IX (1) 
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This periphrasis has one noteworthy feature. It is the middle 
aorist of &oxeiv, not the passive, that is used. The middle 
forms were going out of use in the ordinary Greek of this 
period and it may be that the evangelist in using the middle is 
using an older idiom. 

The second point about this periphrasis is its meaning. For 
what kind of past tense does it serve? To this question we can 
give no clear answer. We cannot equate the tense exclusively 
with either imperfect or aorist. We have several instances of 
this kind йофато Aéyew, but correspondingly the evangelist 
uses ÉAeyev, вїтєр ог Aévet. 

See also N.Turner, chapter 12 5 4 *The Pleonastic Auxiliary" 


0£Xo. See C.H.Turner, “Western Readings in the Second Half 
of St.Mark's Gospel" JTS xxix (1927) p. 3, no. 3 with 
reference to 0£Azig Toujowpev. Further comments may be 
made regarding 0£Aeu with the subjunctive: originally it con- 
sisted of a verb of wishing followed by a deliberative subjunc- 
tive and as such the subjunctive was confined mainly to the 
first person. The idiom survives with this limitation in Mark. 
Tí Өёхөєкс (or 0£Aere) mouíjoc (or roujowper) or the like occur 
at ix 5, x 36, 51, xiv 12, xv 9, 12. Unfortunately the idiom 
was unwelcome to scribes. At ix 5 for 0£Aeig morowperv the 
printed text has xoi morowperv, at x 36 it has the conflation ті 
O£Neré ue Tovjow фу. At x 51, xiv 12, xv 9 the idiom has 
survived, but at xv 12 we should insert 0£Acre after оби. The 
meaning throughout is clear and an English equivalent is 
“What would you have me do?" or the like. At x 35 Yva is left 
out by D 118 pc Lat.vt. ik r! vg(1). This gives us a sentence 
bédopev б ёйр oirjocuér oe movjonc "uiv. The difficulty is 
that this gives us a verb of wishing in the first person followed 
by a subjunctive in the second, an unparalleled conjunction. 
All Mark's examples have the verb of wishing in the second 
person and the subjunctive in the first. On the other hand we 
have an example of бө iva etc. followed by a second person 
subjunctive at vi 25. In view of this {va is best read at х 35. 


айтоотцреїр. See also Note X Introduction. 
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IX (1) 


IX (1) 


IX (2) 


IX (2) 


IX (2B) 


X (2) 


X (3b) 


C.H.TURNER 


кефоймібо. For a different suggestion for the etymology see 
V.Taylor’s commentary (The Gospel According to St. Mark 
(London, 1952)) in loc. 


түй а recent discussion see T.C.Skeat, “A Note on пуурй in 
Mark 7.3”, JTS xli (1990) pp. 525-7. 


&АА&. See further G.D.Kilpatrick, “Particles” (chapter 9 
below) 


тбму. For a full discussion see D.B.Peabody, Mark as Com- 
poser (Leuven and Macon, Georgia, 1987) passim and esp. 
table 70. See G.D. Kilpatrick, “Some Notes on Marcan 
Usage” (chapter 6 below). 


Further see Note X Introduction, and G.D.Kilpatrick, 
“торсбсафоц and its Compounds" (Chapter 5 below) and 
J.K.Elliott, “The Text and Language of the Endings to Mark’s 
Gospel” (chapter 11 below under verse 10). 


See further J.K.Elliott, “Nouns with Diminutive Endings in the 
New Testament” Novum Testamentum 12 (1970) pp. 391-8. 


For a different view of the reason for the position of the verb at 
the end of its clause in Mark see M.Zerwick, Untersuchungen 
zum Markus-Stil (Rome, 1937) pp. 108-116. 


The following may be said about Mark’s word order in gen- 
eral: this supplements Turner’s statement about the verb at the 
end of the sentence. 


Unlike Greek and like formal Latin prose of the Classical 
period, Mark has a dominant word order. Its main character- 
istics are simple: first the verb, followed by subject, next the 
object and finally the rest of the predicate. There are certain 
modifications of this rule. For example, connecting particles 
come towards the beginning of their clauses, and it is 
noteworthy in this connexion how often є000с is near the 
beginning of its sentence. Then again pronouns dependent on 
the verb follow it immediately. This is true not only of the 
simple accusative, genitive and dative but of phrases consisting 
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of a preposition and pronoun such as дт’ avrod. Similarly, 
words or phrases frequently follow the nouns on which they 
depend. Adjectives frequently follow their nouns and if one 
has the article the other has it also, thus предио ажабартоу or 
тд avedpa TÒ ÓkáÜoprorv. Apart from adjectives, words are 
rarely inserted between the article and the noun. They usually 
follow. Thus ти ёотукбтор де is preferable to тӨр 066 
ботукбтар. Магсап usage seems to be against repeating the 
article with a phrase dependent as a noun. We should read 
"100ўф àv `Арцшодоѓос not 6 à ктћ. 


There are exceptions to these rules however. These are due to 
a desire to emphasize a word or to avoid monotony. Where 
there is emphasis, apart from the position of the emphatic word 
at the beginning of its phrase, the word order seems to be 
normal. Where the word order is altered for variety, the altera- 
tion seems to be more far-reaching. 


There are some passages whose interpretation is determined by 
Marcan word order. For example, the punctuation at ii 15f. is 
in dispute. Which is right? In one arrangement the subject, 
the noun phrase oi ypappareic Tay Papioaiwy precedes the 
verbs ióóvrec; and &Aeyorv. In the other the noun phrase 
attaches to the previous verb 7коХобборр, and the following 
verbal forms begin their phrases or clauses. This is the Marcan 
order and in accordance with it we read and punctuate: z0AXoi 
Koi їкоХоббоо” avT@ кої oi ypauparetc TOv Papioaiwy Kai 
iBóvreg кт\.? 


A dominant word order is alien to the Greek language and must 
have been a strong irritant to scribes and readers of the text. 
This is implied by the frequent changes of order we find in the 
apparatus to Mark, which look like attempts to get away from 
this irregularity. It seems in fact as though we may take it as а 
general principle, other things being equal, that the reading 
which conforms to Mark's dominant order is more likely to be 
right than the one which departs from it. 


2 N. Turner draws attention to this in his section 3 (see chapter 12 below) 
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Х (5) See G.D.Kilpatrick, “Recitative Хбуши" (chapter 7 below). 

X (5 мі) émepwraw. See J.K.Elliott, “Epwrâv and ётеротд» in the 
New Testament" Filología Neotestamentaria 2 (1989) pp. 205- 
6. 


XI See further R.C.Nevius, The Divine Names in the Gospels (Salt 
Lake City, 1967) (2 Studies and Documents 30). 


G.D.Kilpatrick 


CHAPTER TWO 


MARK i 45 AND THE MEANING OF Абүос 


The word Хбуос occurs in Mark twenty-three times,! and it is the pur- 
pose of this note to show that, with one exception, it is used only in 
certain closely related senses, and that this fact materially affects the inter- 
pretation of Mk i 45. 

Абуос (used thus in the singular only) may mean ‘the message’ of Jesus 
or the Church, as in ii 2, iv 14, 15 bis, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 33, viii 32. 
This meaning is common in the New Testament, but in Mark it is notice- 
able that it is never qualified, as it often is elsewhere, by such phrases as 
тої Ocob, тйс &X10cíac ог тод отоуроў. In the explanation of the parable 
of the sower it is intended for the Christian message, and in ii 2, iv 33, 
viii 32, it is the message of Jesus. 

The second meaning is "ап utterance' or in the plural "а body of 
utterances’. In this use in the singular it refers to an utterance or pro- 
nouncement in the context as in v 36, vii 29, ix 10, x 22, xi 29, xiv 39. 
In vii 13, &xvpoüvrec Tov Aóyov тоб Өєод, the reference is to a particular 
pronouncement of God quoted just before. In the plural, viii 38, x 24, 
хш 31, it refers to the utterances of Jesus as a whole and in meaning 
approaches to the first use. In xii 13, dypetowoww Aóyo, ‘catch in 
speech', we have the one example of the word with a sense outside the 
above group of related meanings. 

It will be noticed that Mk і 45 has not yet been treated. Here Хбуос is 
usually translated *the story'. To this there are two objections: firstly, as 
W.C. Allen pointed out, this translation involves an abrupt change of sub- 
ject from Jesus to the healed leper, and secondly, as is shown above, 
Mark nowhere else has Aóyoc in this sense. In the parallel, Lk. v 15, it is 
true that Хбуос is to be understood in this sense, but it is doubtful if, 


1 ADDENDUM: This statement needs correction. At МК viii 38 Aóyovc is omitted 
by W k sah (cf. Tertullian). It cannot be divined from the spacing whether P49 had Хбуоус 
or not. The phrase 709 офтдр Хбуду ғітёр, МК xiv 39, is omitted by Da с Й k. The 
omission cannot be explained as a palaeographical error. On the other hand the phrase may 
be a harmonistic addition from Mt xxvi 44. If these two omissions are thought to be cor- 
rect, the references to Mk viii 38, xiv 39 disappear from the lists, but the argument of the 
note is not affected. [J.K.E.] 
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apart from this parallel, Mk i 45 would have ever been so understood. 
The only other places where Хбуос means ‘story’ are Lk. vii 17 and Mt. 
xxviii 15. 

It might be asked how, if the generally assumed meaning of the 
sentence were the intended опе, St. Mark could have avoided using Aóyoc. 
It may be replied that, while they do not mean the same as Хбүос, 
8бусцис as in vi 2, 5, тд yeyovdc v 14, or even Épyyoy xiv 6, would have 
been available had this general meeting of the sentence been intended. 

In view of these facts it seems preferable to understand Aóyoc here as 
‘the message’. In this way the abrupt change of subject is avoided, Jesus 
being the subject both of Хус, v.44, and of  рЁото, v.45, and a use of 
Хбүос unparalleled in Mark is removed. 

If we translate Aóyor as ‘message’ how do we understand the verse? It 
is clear that it must be severed from the story of the leprous man so that 
we are not told whether the injunction to silence was kept or not. Posi- 
tively the sentence proves to be a summarizing verse between two stories 
such as we have in i 14, 39, vi 56. 


СНАРТЕК ТНЕЕЕ 


МАНК і 45 


Му note оп ‘Mark i 45 and the meaning of Aóyoc' has been criticised 
by the Rev. T. Nicklin on p.252 of the Expository Times for February 
1940. He condemns my interpretation of the verse for the following 
reasons. First he cites ‘the use of 6 62 which indicates a change in the 
subject from that in v.44’. This at first sight appeared an argument of 
great weight, and both Dr Howard, who kindly allowed me to consult 
him, and І have been unable to find a parallel for this exception. Indeed, 
it is surprising that neither Klostermann nor W.C. Allen notices the diffi- 
culty!, though they agree with me in their explanation of the verse. As 
soon, however, as the context of vv.40-45 is examined the difficulty 
appears much smaller. V.45 picks up v.39 and vv.40-44 are an intrusion 
which breaks the connexion. To get back from the leper to Jesus’ main 
activity, Mark writes in v.45 6 62, contrasting Jesus with the leper of 
v.40, koi Ёрхєтоц трдс офтду Аєтрдс KTA. We have indeed something 
very like the parentheses? of which Mark is so fond. This connexion is 
supported by the parallelism between v.45 and vv.38f., especially in the 
words eic тобто убір &#\Өор. Kai Hv knpdoowr, a parallelism which also 
favours my general interpretation of v.45. 

Secondly, Mr. Nicklin argues from ‘the insertion of айтди in the final 
clause which shows that the subject of the previous verb must be a leper, 
thus distinguished from Him who could not enter a town’. As it happens 
the сєйтб» in which Mr. Nicklin trusts is omitted by DW 478 and inserted 
after ӧбуаобдох in ХФ 245, 349, 700, 1071.3 Even if адтбу be original, in 
this construction it lacks the requisite force to indicate a change of sub- 
ject. Of course such abrupt changes do occasionally occur, but it was this 
difficulty which led W.C. Allen to interpret the verse as he did. For an 
abrupt change of subject Luke ху 15 may be cited, but to show that œùróç 


1 E.Klostermann, Des Markusevangelium (Т ubingen,? 1926). 
2 C. H.Turner, Note IV. 
3 C. H.Turner, JTS xxviii (1926) p. 158. 
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need not indicate a change of person it is enough to refer to Mark i 27 (if 
the reading be right) and Matt. xiii 4. 

Further, Mr. Nicklin underestimates the weight of the evidence on the 
use of Хбуос. Its importance must lie in the marked regularity of usage 
over the last twenty-two instances. Commentators who take the same line 
as Mr. Nicklin usually are much more ready than he to acknowledge the 
difficulty that this regularity constitutes for them. Lagrange may be 
referred to in this connexion. Mr Nicklin does not explicitly reassert the 
translation ‘story’ for Хбуос; but, as I pointed out, that sense is extremely 
rare in the New Testament, nor do Moulton and Milligan or Bauer pro- 
vide other parallels from contemporary sources. 


Additional Note 
Further on this verse see J.K.Elliott, “The Conclusion of the Pericope 
of the Healing of the Leper and Mark i 45" JTS xxii(1971) pp. 153-7; 
id., “Is Хбүос а Title for Jesus in Mark i 45?" JTS xxvii(1976) pp. 402- 
5; id., "The Healing of the Leper in the Synoptic Parallels" TZ 34(1978) 
pp. 175-6 and chapter 6 below. 


CHAPTER FOUR 


"Етдра Mark xiv 5 


In this verse, though ¿rárw has not been questioned by the com- 
mentators, there appear to be several grounds for suspicion. Of these the 
first is linguistic. "Eszáro occurs here only in the Gospel, and it can be 
seen from the use of пАєтог at xii 43 that other expressions were available 
for the evangelist to convey this meaning. We must, of course, remember 
that linguistic peculiarity is not alone a sufficient reason for ejecting the 
word. Some support for this step is found in the fact that according to 
Legg's apparatus émdvw is omitted by c k syr.sin, Geo. I. То these 
authorities von Soden adds the three cursives, 517, 954, 1675, all mem- 
bers of his Іф? group, part of the fam. 1424 which is known to be related 
to the Caesarean family. From a textual point of view the evidence for 
omission is small in numbers but imposing. 

While, however, the linguistic and textual evidence taken together 
would render the word suspect, no reason can be derived from it to 
explain the tradition. Here we may find enlightenment from the events of 
our own times. During the last forty or so years the purchasing power of 
the pound has noticeably decreased. A like depreciation of currency took 
place in the first and second centuries of our era. During this period the 
standard of living remained constant, but while under Augustus the 
legionary was paid 150 denarii a year, under Tiberius this became 225 
denarii; under Domitian 300 denarii, under Commodus 375, under 
Severus 500, and under Caracalla 750 denarii. There was a certain 
debasement of coinage too, and the denarius which under Nero contained 
93 per cent of silver, under Commodus contained only 71 per cent. We 
may accordingly assume that three denarii under Nero could purchase as 
much as five denarii about A.D. 180, and a jar of ointment costing 300 
denarii about A.D. 60 would cost about 500 denarii one hundred and 
twenty years later. The textual evidence for its presence in the verse sug- 
gests that ŝmávw is a second-century addition, and once such а deprecia- 
tion had taken place the interpolation of ёлт@&рш or something similar 
would be called for. Subsequent and far greater depreciations would 
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make a mere 300 denarii seem a trifle and would encourage the acceptance 
of the addition in the majority of our texts. 

If these lines of reasoning are correct, we have an example, such as 
C.H. Turner loved, of a few eastern and western witnesses preserving the 
true text against the evidence of the bulk of the tradition, as well as an 
example how, in details, research in different fields may converge on the 
same conclusion. 


Mark xiv 5, ANADDENDUM 
Jerome can now be added to the authorities which omit éráro. In the 
Tractatus in Marc. xiii 32-33 et xiiii 3-6 (G.Morin, Anecdota Mared- 
solana, Ill, pars ii, pp. 368f.) he quotes once ‘potuit uenumdari 
trecentis’, and once ‘potuit trecentis denariis uenumdari’. The exposition 
supports the absence of any equivalent of ёт@рош. 


CHAPTER FIVE 


ПОРЕТЕКӨАГ AND ITS COMPOUNDS 


In Note IX C.H.Turner gave a short discussion of “торебсобоц, and its 
compounds'. This may be supplemented in two directions. 


А. Compounds of торєбєодои. 
єіспорєдєодог (Mark 8, Luke 5, Acts 4). 


Matt. xv 17 siowopevépevor] siospxóuevov В Ө 1279, 1305, Orig. We 
cannot expect evidence from the versions on such a point as this and there 
seems no reason to reject the reading of В, for in Matthew eioépxecotot 
occurs frequently, but сісторгбсодо: nowhere else. 


ёкторєбєодои (Mark 11, Matt. 4, Luke 3). 

This word seems to be absent from the true text of Matt. iv 4 as well as 
from that of xvii 20 f. To the evidence for omitting iv 4 &xropevouévo 
бій отбиатос, given at JTS xlv p. 176 should be added Passio 
Bartholomaei (Acta Apostolorum Apocrypha, Bonnet, ii, vol. I p.136) 
and also Opus Imperfectum in Matthaeum V. 


apoonopebeobat (Only at Mark x 35 in NT). 


It perhaps ought to be mentioned that тороторебортон is read in N eth 
(2 MSS.) boh. тароторебєобон occurs elsewhere four times in Mark and 
at Matt. xxvii 39 from Mark xv 29. 


B. торсбєобси and Ёрхсобоц in Mark 

Turner's statement that the simple порєйєсвої does not occur in Mark 
may be developed. It seems that where the evangelist used a verbal form 
of торсбєобоц or its compounds he avoided the corresponding form of 
Ёрхсобоц or its compounds. This may be illustrated by the table overleaf. 

The terms, present, future, etc., include these tenses and their deriva- 
tive forms such as the participle and the infinitive. The fact that the first 
person singular is given indicates only that one or more form of the prin- 
cipal tense or its derivatives are found. Thus óuA6ov itself is not found, 
but 5:éA@wpev and б(сХбєфр are. 
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Present Future Aorist Perfect 
EpXopat éAsboopoat ЯАвом &NjAvÜa 
дтӯўМ№Өо» 
Або» 
гідторейорси. sigedsboopot гт Abor 
ёктореборонц 25 Хдор 2ЕсХ Аба: 
торо тор йоцон  тареХхебсорси парђ\№ор 
прої)Хвом 
тростпоребонси просі)Хвор 


The evidence for оуиёрҳєодос and аурпорейсово: is uncertain. 
ovvépxovtat, or ovvépxeTat, seems beyond question at Mark iii 20. At x 
1 we must read буЛос and the singular verb (cf. C.H.Turner, “Western 
Readings in the Second Half of St Mark’s Gospel” JTS xxix pp. 4f.). 
This gives us a choice between ориторгбтоц W f1 #13 (exc. 124), 28, 
91, 299, 433 and ориёрхеєтоц D Ө 700. ориёрхортоц is read by 565 and 
сурторебортоси by the remaining Greek authorities. At xiv 53 
oupropebovrat is supported by W 1542 and avrépxorrat by the rest. At 
vi 33 тпройАвом seems the most likely reading, but we can trace three 
other readings, троо Хог, сор дор, їАвоу. This variety shows that the 
form сукдАдом which occurs nowhere else in Mark is far from certain. 
We can conclude from these passages that дурбрхорои is sure in Mark, 
суртореборои is doubtful, and ovvf£A0o» most unlikely. But as we have 
seen above the evangelist does not draw elsewhere on both 2 рхєобоц and 
поребсадог for the same part of the verb. This fact favours ovrépxerou at 
Mark x 1 and бууёрхортой at xiv 53. 

We may now add some further rules for the use of these two groups of 
words in Mark. &pyopou and its compounds alone supply the future, 
aorist, and perfect and, except for ёрхєобоц, itself and ovvépxco0o:, the 
compounds of поребсобох regularly provide the present and forms 
derived from it. It is hard to see the reason for this usage but the facts are 
clear and it may be that we have another example of Mark's peculiar 
regularity in the use of terms such as can be seen in his employment of 
бхХос and Хбуос. This regularity in the use of £pxeo0ou and торсбсодси 
does not obtain in Q and the later evangelists themselves do not observe 
it. Many of the forms from the two groups of verbs in Matthew conform 
to the rule but there are many exceptions while in Luke almost all traces 
of the rule have vanished. 


СНАРТЕК 5ІХ 


SOME NOTES ON МАКСАМ USAGE 


(i) 
‘Ne 


"Ос in Mark has lost many of its classical uses, but has also acquired 
new ones. It is used primarily to make a comparison. Where the com- 
parison is with a noun or nominal expression the English translation is 
‘like’: i 10, 22; iv 31; vi 15, 34; viii 24; x 15; xii 25, 31, 33; xiii 34. At 
ix 3 there аге in some manuscripts the words wo дию». Were this longer 
text right, it would provide another example of this idiom. In the use 
with numerals, v 13 ‘they were like two thousand‘, viii 9 ‘they were like 
four thousand’ and, according to some manuscripts, vi 44 ‘they were like 
five thousand’, would be possible interpretations, but this idiom is classi- 
cal and is probably a survival in Mark. In several of these passages there 
is a participle in the nominal expression as at i 22; vi 34. At xiii 34 this 
is carried further. We have two participles followed by a finite verb 
which in English we would render consistently with relative clauses, ‘like 
a man going on a journey who left his house, assigned his servants their 
responsibilities and ordered the porter to watch’. The change is probably 
not as harsh in Greek as it would be in English. Greek, unlike English, 
does not sustain its relative clauses but quickly returns to main clauses. If 
in xiii 34 the participles may be regarded as equivalent to relative clauses, 
with ZvereíNarro the evangelist returns to a main clause. Though отер, 
Фос! occur several times as variants to фс introducing a comparison, 
батпер nowhere occurs in our printed text of Mark, and бог! only at ix 26 
where however dc is read by D supported by most of the Latin witnesses. 
This is probably right. 

The evangelist carries this use of фс to the point where биогос would 
be more natural as at iv 31 where there is a variant poia ёот›. Revela- 
tion, which uses фс very much as it is used in Mark, also uses биогос in 
the sense of фс and at Revelation 1 13; xiv 14 биогос is construed like бс 
as well. Compare Charles, Revelation, I pp. 35-7. 

"Ос is also used to introduce clauses. At xiv 48 the meaning is ‘You 
have come out as you would come out against a thief', though the verb 
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occurs only once and that in the main clause. At iv 26 обтос ... wo àv 
&vOpwros Bad, (с makes a comparison as is clearly shown by the 
preceding обтос. "Edy (бір), which is absent from some manuscripts and 
could easily be dropped out before бидролтос, must be read as the follow- 
ing subjunctives indicate. This is the only example of ос̧ áv in Mark. 
As we saw, woei probably never occurs in the Gospel. Another example 
of ёс introducing a comparison is at x 1 ‘he taught them as he was 
accustomed'. iv 27 can be also understood in this way: the seed grows in 
such a way “as he does not know", meaning “he knows not how”. 

Another group of uses of ас̧, the temporal, is indicated by the Latin 
versions iv 27 which, except for k, render wo by ‘dum’. Now фе does 
mean *while' sometimes in the New Testament, cf. John xii 35, 36 and 
Blass-Debrunner, Grammatik para. 455.3 (and the Appendix). We may 
think that the Latin is mistaken at iv 27, but it is worth considering 
whether wo can be used for ‘while’ elsewhere in Mark. First, how does 
the evangelist represent the meaning ‘while’. There is one example of 
Ёос and the present indicative with this sense at vi 45 and one of ду à at ii 
19. From this it seems as though he had no one conjunction for *while'. 
If ‘while’ appears inapplicable at iv 27, it gives a reasonable translation at 
iv 36 ‘while he was in the boat’. A temporal sense is required at ix 21 
‘how long a time is it since this happened to him?’ In this last rendering 
yéyovev would indicate that the fits started at some point in the past and 
have continued to the present. ‘When’, a meaning for we that occurs in 
John, for example at ii 9, is not right here, but is possible at xiv 72 ‘and 
Peter remembered the saying when Jesus said to him’. The difficulty 
about this suggestion is that Mark normally uses öre or órav for ‘when’. 

There are опе or two residual problems. "Ос yéyeam7ou at Mk i 2 is a 
stylistic correction of кадфс yéyparraı. Phrynichus condemns ко бс. 
vii 6 óc убураттои is probably a false reading for кої єєр. The 
evangelist seems not to use the formula wo убуроттог. At xii 26 wo and 
пӧс̧ are confused. “Have you not read in the book of Moses ... when 
God said to him”. Here тбс may be a correction of ас. 

From this examination it appears that whereas the evangelist uses wo 
with nouns consistently to introduce a comparison, his use of (c 
introducing a clause is not so consistent, and sometimes at any rate he 
uses it as a temporal conjunction. 


The Perfect 

This examination follows closely the treatment in Chantraine, Histoire 
du Parfait Grec (Paris, 1907) chapter IX. The details of his discussion 
have been checked, textual evidence has been supplied and some com- 


CHAPTER SIX 161 


ments have been added. In particular his lists of instances have been 
closely followed. 

Five kinds of perfect can be detected in Mark. First comes “the perfect 
with intransitive meaning and active endings, often corresponding to a 
middle present” (Chantraine p. 215). Геуора appears at v 33; ix 21; xiii 
19; xiv 4 and the participle at v 14. At xiii 19 for ofa ор yéyovev тосайті 
there is a variant ойон ойк &yévorvro Totadrat in D 299 565 1184 lat vt. vg 
Aug Arm. The parallel, Matthew xxiv 21, ofa ой yéyovev has a variant 
ota ойк éyévero in X D Ө 700 e Geol, Eus Hipp (2). At Mark xiv 4 
убуорер is omitted by D 64 Lat a ff i Syr s. It is absent from Matthew 
xxvi 8, the corresponding passage. The participle 70 yeyovóç occurs at 
Mark v 14, Котука and its compounds are absent from Mark, but the 
participle appears perhaps three times, ix 1 (ёотукбтор), xi 5 (ёотукбтор, 
v.l. &aróTov) and xiii 14 (ёотукбто, v.l. ботбс and откор). 

At iii 31 the true reading is отфкортес and not ёот@тес̧. Some manu- 
scripts add тойс тєтогдбтос ёті xpjpoory at x 24, but the modern printed 
texts rightly omit the phrase. There is no other example of тЄтогдос in 
Mark. From Айва we have ix 1 éXAgAv6viap, іх 13 £NQAv0c (v.l. 
HAGev or їбт Aber), and from its compound vii 29 é£eAHAvGev and vii 30 
é£edndv06c¢. At viii 3 коош and kovov occur as variants to 61, 
#xovotv being probably an Atticist correction to ўкос. The printed texts 
rightly read єр. 

This kind of perfect is going out of use in the Koine. It is uncommon 
not only in Mark but also in the New Testament as a whole. The 
participle éorq«óg is indistinguishable in meaning from the present 
participle, orjxwy. On the other hand, é\#Av6aq and its derived forms do 
not seem to differ in sense from some instances of the aorist in Mark. 
The participle at ix 1 é\nAv6viay has no more the force of the resultative 
perfect than has 2Хдо00с at v 26 ог v 30 é£eA000cay. іх 13 °НА ос 
édjAvOev should be compared with i 38 2ЕйАвор. Does vii 29 é£eNijAvOev 
differ in meaning from ix 26 é£4AOev or vii 30 &£eAqAv0óc from у 13 
286Хдбута 2 Likewise how does rò yeyovóç v 14 differ from тд 'yevóuevov 
Luke xxiii 47? At Mark xiii 19 the perfect yéyovey has a variant, the 
aorist бубуєто, which suggests that the two tenses were felt to be near 
each other in meaning. Thus there are two tenses toward which this kind 
of perfect approximates in Mark, the aorist and the present. The present 
meaning appears only in the participle and the aorist in both indicative 
and participle. It is noteworthy how many verbs which could form a per- 
fect of this kind do without a perfect at all. Thus it would have been pos- 


sible to use the perfect of биотарсц at ix. 9f. but instead we find an 
aorist. 
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The second class of perfects is similar to the first and consists of 
intransitive active perfects from verbs with an intransitive active present 
(Chantraine p. 218). From éyyítzu we have fyytxev і 15 and xiv 42 
(Giyytoev X С). To ёкббоер xi 2 there is the variant кекббгкер A (W) X 
ҮП Ф w. Тевиукем occurs at xv 44. In this group we may also take 
сіодгі х 1. In meaning these forms vary. At xv 44 it is hard to see any 
difference between #j5n 7é0vyxev and таХоц ànéðaæavev. The evangelist 
seems to use the two phrases as alternative ways of saying the same thing. 
Either can be translated ‘he is already’ or ‘he has already died’. Eic6c. at 
х i is the equivalent of an imperfect so that we may assume that the 
evangelist regarded siw6a as having a present tense. The variant at xi 2 
we may disregard. We can take ўуүгкер at і 15 and xiv 42 in two ways. 
If we stress the present reference as the true one, the meaning is ‘here is 
the kingdom of God’ and ‘look here is he who arrests me’. On the other 
hand if we prefer the past reference the rendering is ‘the kingdom of God 
is at hand’ and ‘look, he who arrests me is at hand’. Decision here is dif- 
ficult but important and our conclusion must be determined in part by 
other considerations, as well as by Mark’s use of the perfect. 

This perhaps is the point at which to mention oiSa. It had long been a 
perfect with the present meaning in Greek and this usage has been 
accepted by Mark as by other New Testament writers. Кеїно too was 
probably regarded as a kind of present with a few infunctional pecu- 
liarities. 

The next class of perfects, the resultative, was greatly developed in 
Attic Greek but is again rare in Mark. Chantraine lists the following: v 
15 дахлкбта (the whole phrase is omitted by Р 17" 27 Lat vt vg pl буг s 
ВоР"; v 19 wexoinxev (ётойцос» D К Ф fl 517 565 700 al); vii 37 
тетпойткеу; Xi 17 пєтоџкоте (so В L A Y 892 1342 Orig: énoujoare 
ceteri); xv 7 тєтойф шоо» (тєтопкооу Г (Ө) Ж рс); м 34, х 32 
обааіксу; xiv 44 dédwxer (ӧбокєр Ө, бокси D a c k r! vg (1)); xv 10 
тораёеёокгісо» (торёбокар D H S W Ө f13 1 5 17 565 700 pe Lat a с 
vg (D). At v 33 біб тєтог кє: Хабро is added by D Ө 28 565 700 pc Lat 
a ff ir! Geo Arm, but біб and Хадрог occur nowhere else in Mark. It is 
possible to read the resultative meaning into абдакеи v 34; x 32. For 
éoxqkóra the aorist participle would have been a fair equivalent as the 
participle describes something that is past. Two of the instances of 
тєтойуко are not certain but at vii 36 we have an unquestioned perfect 
and at xv 7 either a pluperfect or less probably a perfect. At vii 37 there 
is no necessary difference in meaning from an aorist and at xv 7 the 
pluperfect seems to have the same sense as the Latin pluperfect, a use 
normally carried by the aorist in Greek. Consequently the fluctuation 
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between aorist and perfect in the manuscripts at у 19; хі 17 is not surpris- 
ing. At xiv 44; xv 10 there is a similar variation between aorist and 
pluperfect. It may be that Mark’s use of the pluperfect, rare as it is, to 
serve a purpose like that of the Latin pluperfect seemed odd to scribes. 
To conclude, we may have one true resultative perfect. The remainder 
are indistinguishable from aorists. The pluperfects are strangely like 
Latin pluperfects. 

The fourth and fifth classes of verb have middle endings and are much 
larger than the previous ones. First come middle perfects apart from the 
participles (Chantraine рр.  219f.). "Аракекбдиєтсй ху 4 
(дтоквк›моцё&›о> (X) D Ө 565 Lat c d ffk In q vg Eus); убураттої i 2, 
уй 6 (ко? єїтєр D i z, óc eimev Ө a b, we eimev Й 565 Arm), ix 12, 13, xi 
17, xiv 21 (ёотіу yeypappévov D), 27; 6c6£o0ot v 4 (бебєрбмом D omit 
565 700), ёёботох іу 11; бубуєрта vi 14 (X B D L A 33 565 700 892: 
диќат) A II pc: түүдрбэ) ceteri); $roíuaaro: x 40; петћўротог і 15; 
бієстдбової v 4 (бієстакбро; D W 565 700 уй! vg); орутєтр(фдси, v 4 
(avvrerpubévo. D W 565 700 Lat мі?! vg); тёбвтол xv 47 (тібєтох W Y Ө 
w П 22 124 543 28 157 565 рі); redipwoo iv 39 (фціавуть D W); 
&tjpavrat xi 21 (діприв DLN A O X Y f1 22 33 517 565 579 700 
1342 рс Or). Most of these instances seem sound despite the variants. 
Those at v 4 for example can be dismissed. Оп the other hand фс 
yéypanrat at vii 6 is against Marcan idiom which prefers xoc. It is 
also easier to explain фс yéypamrat as a correction of кой єйтєр to an 
expression found elsewhere, Luke iii 4, Acts xiii 33. 'Avéor vi 14 may 
seem preferable to фуйуєртох despite vi 16. There are six examples of 
&norávar in the sense of ‘raise from the dead’ in Mark against three of 
ёүсїрги» apart from the present passage. At xv 47 тібєтох is right against 
тёдєєгтоц. It is noteworthy that three readings, xvi 4; xiv 21; v 4, involve 
the substitution of the middle participle for some other part of the perfect. 

These perfects are all passive in sense. It is noteworthy that, though 
there are a number of variants, only at three places, iv 39; vi 14; xii 21, 
is an aorist an alternative reading, apart from vii 6 where єёхєр is proba- 
bly right. Further only at xv 47 is a present (apparently the right reading) 
a variant to the perfect. From this we may infer that there is less confu- 
sion between these perfects, passive in meaning, and the present or aorist 
passive. This suggests that we are dealing with forms that have a distinc- 
tive meaning of their own, just as in English ‘Warsaw is taken’ does not 
mean the same as ‘Warsaw has been taken’ or ‘Warsaw is being taken’. 
This is in keeping with the fact that these forms are more numerous than 
those in the preceding classes and most of them survive criticism of the 
text. Even they, however, are not numerous and the only verb at all com- 
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mon is убураттаг which is formulary. 

The last class consists of perfect participles with middle endings and is 
as numerous as the fourth. The examples are as follows: évdedtpevoc i 6; 
&miovrnypévn i 33; єйхоутиброс xi 9; ebNoyquérg xi 10; inariopeévor v 
15; Хехатойтибмм xv 46, ètnņnpaupévny ii 1 (Enpay D W); 
дЕпрашибти di 3 (Ejpay К В C L W A © 28 33 124 565 892); 
дЕпрарибти xi 20; тєтарарбт vi 52; тєтарарбуду viii 17; 
ègpvpiopévov xv 23; готориёрор iv 15; батаурацбмам xvi 6; éoTpwpévov 
xiv 15. Perhaps the readings блтокєк›моцёрор xvi 4 and yeypaupévov 
xiv 21 should be added. One thing is immediately noticeable in this list, 
the scarcity of variants. The periphrasis ди with the participle, occurs at i 
6, 33; xv 46; vi 52, four examples. Here would belong усурацибром D 
xiv 21. With these we may take xi 9, 10 where the participle forms the 
whole of the predicate in a species of wish. Next are iii 1, possibly iii 3 
and viii 17 where we have £yew with a noun and participle in the accusa- 
tive, a construction which can easily develop into a compound tense, and 
has done so in Modern Greek. Another example of the dependent accusa- 
tive and participle occurs at v 15, with which we may take the variant 
GmoxexvAtopévoy at xvi 4. The remaining instances, xv 23; iv 15; xvi 6; 
xiv 15 are best classified as adjectival participles. In all occurrences the 
participle has passive and not middle meaning. 

Our analysis of the perfect has left us with two problems, the problem 
of meaning, and the problem of text. The problem of meaning is best 
taken first. 

The oldest use of the perfect is to describe a state and to begin with the 
resultative meaning is excluded. In keeping with this the perfect is 
intransitive and outside the distinction of active and middle. Already in 
Homer, however, we can see the beginnings of two developments. First 
there are two instances of the resultative perfect in -ка and secondly the 
middle perfect is coming into being. "With these developments there is 
soon a third. Transitive perfects appear and correspondingly perfects 
with passive meaning. We see the fruits of these developments in classi- 
cal Greek when the perfect is integrated into the conjugations that the 
users of the language evolved. 

In Attic prose, especially in the orators, it is the resultative perfect 
which is predominant, for example йбіктко ‘I have done wrong and my 
wrong doing remains'. This use continues frequent in the Ptolemaic 
Koine and in literary and especially Atticizing Greek. On the other hand, 
in Mark it is rare and in Later Greek it survives only where literary 
influences are strong enough to maintain it. It implies a past act and a 
present state resulting from it. If the emphasis is on the past act the per- 
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fect differs little from an aorist, if on the present state it differs as little 
from a present. Usually by this time it is equivalent to an aorist 
(E.Schwyzer, Grammatik, ii. (Munich, 1950) p. 287, ‘So in the Hel- 
lenistic period the perfect indicative becomes equivalent to the aorist 
indicative for which it is making way in the beginning of the Christian 
period’.). What is true for the resultative perfects is no less true for the 
old intransitive perfects. They are very rare in Mark and can usually be 
rendered like an aorist. 

The middle perfects with passive meaning show a little more vitality. 
Their nearest English equivalent is the participle with the verb ‘to be’, for 
example ‘is seen’, ‘is known’. Here there is little or no confusion in the 
text with the aorist. We can detect the beginnings of periphrastic tenses 
which were to develop more widely in later Greek. Already it appears as 
though the perfect passive participle has the best chances of survival. Its 
descendant is used in Modern Greek to help in forming several compound 
tenses. 

We may notice separately a very few pluperfects. If the perfect is equi- 
valent to the aorist, the pluperfect seems to be equivalent to the Latin or 
English pluperfect. This is understandable. The pluperfect was the past 
of the old perfect. The perfect has disappeared or become largely equi- 
valent to the aorist. Consequently the pluperfect either retains its old 
meaning as an isolated survival or serves as the past of the aorist. As a 
past to the aorist it corresponds most nearly to the Latin pluperfect. 

The text remains to be discussed. Most of the variants to the perfect 
are aorists and in view of the fact that the two tenses have come together 
in meaning this is not surprising. One problem does remain. Are these 
aorists interpretative substitutions for original perfects or are the perfects 
attempts to introduce a more Attic character into the style at the expense 
of the aorist? There is little evidence to enable us to give a conclusive ans- 
wer to this question. Probably both influences, the interpretative and the 
Atticizing, were at work. In any case we cannot eliminate any of our 
classes of perfect from the Marcan text, and, from what we have seen, the 
variations between aorist and perfect probably make no difference to the 
sense. 
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(ii) 
Дбуос! 


Дбуос occurs in the printed text of Mark at the following places: 1 45; 
ii 2; iv 14, 15 (bis), 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 33; v 36; vii 13, 29; viii 32, 38; 
ix 10; x 22, 24; xi 29; xii 13; xiii 31; xiv 39. At viii 38 Aóyovç is inter- 
polated (cf. C.H.Turner “Western Readings in the Second Half of St 
Mark's Gospel” JTS xxix pp. 1-16) and at xiv 39 òv отд Абүор simay 
is a harmonizing addition from Matthew xxvi 44. In both places the text 
with Aóyoc conflicts with Marcan idiom. If we omit these two occur- 
rences and xvi 20 in the Longer Ending, the word occurs in Mark twenty- 
one times. 

How is it used? In Mark iv and at ii 2 it means ‘the message’, whether 
of Jesus or the Christian Church, and is a technical term similar to 
єбауубмог. In keeping with this, it is always used absolutely without an 
attributive adjective or a dependent phrase and always has the article. 

A second meaning occurs at v 36, бкойтос тд» Aóyov АХоХобдерор. 
Here Абуос refers to a particular utterance occurring just before the state- 
ment to Jairus about his daughter. This use of Aóyog for a saying or 
utterance in the context accounts for several passages in Mark, vii 29; ix 
10; x 22. “Рио is used similarly twice in Mark, ix 32; xiv 72. Probably 
in vii 13, дкородитєс̧ тор Абүор тоб Особ, we should understand the 
phrase in this way: the particular utterance or pronouncement of God just 
mentioned, namely ‘thou shalt honour thy father and thy mother’. We 
may at first sight be inclined to take 6 Aóyoc тод Osod here in the sense 
of ‘Holy Scripture’ but this significance does not occur in the New Testa- 
ment. At xi 29; xii 13 the utterance is still to come, Aóyoc in the first 
passage referring to a question which is about to be put, and in the second 
either to a question with which the Pharisees and Herodians would entrap 
Jesus or to a dangerous utterance which he might be lured into making. 
The use of Хбуос in the plural at x. 24; xiii. 31 to mean a body of 
utterances or sayings is similar to that of the singular for an utterance. 

If we consider these passages as a whole, we find that as far as Mark iv 
Aóyoc means ‘Message’, but in v-xiii ‘utterance’. This difference is sug- 
gestive and has a bearing on our interpretation of the two outstanding pas- 
sages, i 45 and viii 32. 

Though i 45 immediately follows an utterance of Jesus, no one has sug- 
gested that Aóyoc here refers to this utterance and there is no reason why 


1 Earlier discussions occur in Chapters 2 and 3. 
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the healed leper should proclaim Jesus’ command to him to shew himself 
to the priest and make the accustomed offering. With this possibility 
rejected, we have either to understand Хбуос of the Message which would 
agree with its use elsewhere up to Mark iv inclusive, or else go outside 
the range of Mark’s use of the word. 

Let us consider the former use of the word in its context. First, to 
whom does Aóyoc refer? It has been suggested, for example by 
Klostermann, that it refers to Jesus, but Marcan usage is against this. The 
nominative article with dé in Mark always indicates a change of subject. 
So 6 dé must be the leper. At first it seems odd that we should have to 
consider the suggestion that this man “going out preached much and 
proclaimed the Message": we expect him to proclaim the fact that he has 
been healed by Jesus. This, however, may be due to our less theological 
approach to the matter. What the man may be thought of as saying is 
*God has visited and redeemed his people in Jesus and by him has healed 
me of my leprosy'. On this exegesis the man proclaimed his healing not 
as an isolated piece of good luck but as an expression of God's 
deliverance in the Messiah, as integral to the message. If this interpreta- 
tion is accepted, there is no need to go outside the demonstrable meanings 
of Хбуос elsewhere in Mark and in particular to treat it as the equivalent 
of тд yevópevov, the ‘event’, or as signifying ‘narration’ or ‘story’, 
usages for which it would be hard to find parallels in the Gospels. 

At viii 32, тд» Абүор is either ‘the saying’ or ‘the Message’. The 
evangelist’s practice elsewhere in the latter part of the Gospel is in favour 
of ‘saying’ and there is a particular saying in the context to which Хбуос 
can refer, Jesus’ statement about his Passion and Resurrection. On the 
other hand, ‘Message’ does not fit into the passage so easily. If Jesus 
merely spoke the Message, why did Peter rebuke him? Thus, ‘saying’ or 
‘utterance’ seems to suit the situation better. If this conclusion is right, 
then Jesus spoke about his Passion zappynoia and whatever rappyoia 
means here, it is hard to maintain that it implies secrecy or concealment. 

То sum up our enquiry we find that Aóyoc in Mark is apparently used 
in two senses. First it means ‘saying’ or ‘utterance’, a meaning which 
occurs at v 36 and nine subsequent passages, among them vii 13; viii 32, 
where it has not always been understood. Secondly it means ‘the Word’ 
or ‘the Message’ eleven times, eight of them іп the explanation of the 
parable of the Sower. Only at i 4S has this meaning not been 
apprehended. This consistency in the use of the word is in keeping with 
Mark’s style as a whole. We may compare his treatment of буХос and 
торебєвбоц. The most significant feature about Mark's use of Хбүос is 
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not that the twenty-one instances of the word can be brought under two 
heads, but that they are two and not one. Does this indicate a twofold 
source for the Evangelist’s vocabulary, one usage coming from current 
Greek and the other, the use of the word as ‘Message’, from the peculiar 
terminology of early Christianity? 


Eb60c 


There are probably forty-seven instances of с000с in Mark: i 10, 12, 
18, 20, 21, 23, 28, 29, 30, 31, 42, 43; и 2, 8, 12; iii 6; iv 5, 15, 16, 17, 
29; v 2, 13, 29, 30, 36, 42 bis; vi 25, 27, 45, 50, 54; vii 25, 35; viii 10; 
ix 8, 15, 20, 24; x 52; хі 2, 3; xiv 43, 45, 72; xv 1. 

Of these forty-seven, twenty-nine instances and two variant readings 
appear in the phrase кої 6000с at the beginning of their clause. We have 
one example of &AX’ є000с in the same position at vii 25. Where there is 
a preceding subordinate clause or a participle equivalent to a clause, є000с 
begins the main clause at i 43; iv 15, 16, 17, 29; v 2; vi 54; ix 20, 24; 
xiv 45, in all ten instances. There remain five exceptions to the initial 
position, i 28; v 13, 36, 42; vi 25; vii 25 and the two variant readings at i 
31; iii 6. v 36 is hardly an exception. The subject is put first out of 
order and the rest of the sentence is quite regular. i 28 and the variant 
reading at iii 6 give us this arrangement: кої, verb, subject, є000с, rest of 
predicate. At v 42; vi 25 we have каї, verb, єйвіс, rest of predicate, and 
at v 13 кої, verb, єйвбс, subject, and at i 31 кої, verb, subject, с006с. In 
these analyses pronoun objects, direct or indirect, which follow their 
verbs are not taken into account. 

This analysis of the position of sùĝúç clearly indicates the evangelist's 
dominant practice. Eb0óc normally comes at the beginning of its clause. 
The exceptions are few and indicate no uniform alternative, nor is there 
any reason for thinking that difference in position indicates any difference 
in meaning. The evidence suggests that we are dealing not with an adverb 
of time but with a connecting particle. Eb0óc or єйвбшс occurs in Mat- 
thew eighteen times, Luke seven, John six, Acts ten. There may be traces 
of the use of the word as a particle in Matthew and Acts. 


Háv 


Like єйвіс, vá» occurs frequently in Mark. There is, however, one 
feature which prevents us from treating it like єй@йс as a connecting parti- 
cle and that is its place in the sentence. Eùĝúç is usually placed at the 
beginning of its clause or phrase but this is not true of пі Ми. Of twenty- 
nine instances, only eight occur at the beginning of this clause. On the 
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other hand, the commonest position for т@м» is immediately before or 
after its verb. We have the order máy, verb, rest of sentence, at iv 1; 
vii 31; viii 25; x 1; xii 4; xiv 39, 40; seven examples. In addition there 
is the order, subject, TG», verb, rest of sentence at x 24; xiv 70 bis; xv 
4, 12, 13; six instances. Verb, тар, rest of sentence, occurs at ii 1, 13; 
iii 1, 20; vii 14; viii 13; x 1, 32; xi 27; xiv 69; ten times. This leaves six 
exceptions out of twenty-nine appearances, v 21; viii 1; x 10; x13; xii 5; 
xiv 61. The fact that for nearly four fifths of its occurrences т@м» is 
placed next to its verb is very much in favour of its being an adverb as 
distinct from a connecting particle. 

This is in contrast to the use of т@дм in a writer of Koine like Hero of 
Alexandria. He uses the word very frequently where the Atticists 
employed ad and œĝðıç. In his writings it usually occurs at the beginning 
of the sentence, often in the place of an enclitic and may fairly be 
regarded as a connecting particle, cf. Reinhardt, De Heronis Alexandrini 
Dictione Quaestiones Selectae (1930) pp. 126, 132. 

The evidence about the position of пам enables us to decide a ques- 
tion of text. At v 21 manuscripts which read тм» have before сирий уві) 
either х&м» sic тд тбрар or siç тд mTÉpav náv. The second reading 
brings тах next to a verb and so conforms to Mark's dominant order. 

This use of т@Мм» was unwelcome to the scribes. It is absent from our 
printed texts at xii 5. Scribes have tried to get rid of it at vii 14; viii 1; xi 
3; xii 5; xiv 40. The word is frequent in John, and some manuscripts 
eliminate it at ix 20; x 31; xi 7. 


Oixoc and oixia 


In Attic Greek oixia is commoner than оёкос and although both words 
occur in the New Testament the Attic preference is maintained at any rate 
in Mark. There seems, however, to be no trace of the Attic legal distinc- 
tion between оікос ‘property, estate’ and oixia: ‘dwelling house’. 

Оїкос is used in Mark at ii 1, 11, 26; iii 20; у 19, 38; vii 17, 30; viii 
3, 26; ix 28; xi 17; twelve times in all. It occurs only in the accusative 
singular with sic, except in the quotation at xi 17. 

At ii 11, 26; м 19, 38; vii 30; viii 3, 26 (у./.) it has the article and a 
dependent genitive, except at уШ 3, where it is used generically, and the 
article is absent. Only at v 38 is Jesus described as entering the house of 
the ruler of the synagogue and in none of these passages is the house 
described as being that of Jesus. In view of the fact that оїкос is in all of 
them someone’s house, the nearest English equivalent seems to be 
‘home’. Only at ii 26 тду oixov тоб Osod and the quotation at xi 17, does 
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‘home’ sound unnatural in English, perhaps because we are used to the 
phrase ‘house of God’ as a description of the Tabernacle or Temple. 'O 
оїкос тоб soð seems to be the conventional phrase, and ў oixia тод Өсой 
does not occur. 

Оїкос is employed absolutely without the article at ii 1; iii 20; vii 17; 
ix 28, in all four passages with reference to Jesus, though at їп 20 
Ёрхортси (so we should read) includes the disciples. At ii 1 the transla- 
tion ‘a house’ would be wrong. The crowd could gather only at a known 
house. Here too the rendering ‘home’ would be in place. It is heard that 
Jesus is at his home, and all interested know where to go. The translation 
‘home’ will suit the other three passages admirably and there is nothing 
against the inference that in all four places Jesus’ ‘home’ in Capernaum is 
meant. The context of iii 20 favours this. At iii 7 Jesus is by the sea, at 
iii 13 he ascends the mountain and at iv 1 he is by the sea again. The 
same is true for vii 17. At vi 53 Jesus lands at Gennesaret and at vii 24 
he leaves for the neighbourhood of Tyre and Sidon. At ix 28 he has come 
down from the mountain of transfiguration and at ix 30 sets out through 
Galilee. 

If оёкос in Mark is ‘home’, oixío seems to be ‘house’. It occurs nine- 
teen times in the Gospel and everywhere ‘house’ is an acceptable transla- 
tion. At iii 25; xiii 35; for example, *home' is impossible. However, 
just as in English, there are passages where ‘house’ and ‘home’ are inter- 
changeable, so in Mark it is sometimes possible to render oixia by 
‘home’. Thus it is probable that in ii 15 ди rfj сікіа офтой refers to the 
same place as is described in ii 1 as siç oixov. We too would find no dif- 
ficulty in English in referring to the same dwelling place sometimes as 
‘house’ and sometimes as ‘home’. Further, we must remember that while 
oixog is restricted in Mark to one kind of phrase, oixia occurs in the 
plural as well as in all cases of the singular. 


"Excripay 


At first sight this verb seems to be used in two senses in Mark, ‘to 
rebuke’ and ‘to charge strictly’, as a verb of censure and as one of com- 
mand. It is less common for words to be used in a variety of senses in 
this Gospel than in others and an examination of the occurrences of our 
word suggests that its meaning is more coherent. The verb in Classical 
Greek can mean ‘to inflict а тиці, a fine or penalty upon someone’. Next 
it comes to mean ‘to censure’. One form of censure is to tell someone 
that they ought not to have done something. It differs little from this to 
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tell someone that they ought not to do it. This again is very close to a 
straight prohibition not to do something. 

These last senses seem to be characteristic of the verb in Mark. It is 
used in this Gospel in three ways. First, it is used twice absolutely. At x 
13 they were bringing their children to Jesus and the disciples told them 
not to, éreriunoay. At viii 32 Jesus had been foretelling his passion and 
Peter ўрёото ériru&v айтд ‘told him пої to’, ‘told him to desist’. Next 
we have three examples with iva, iii 12, Ywa uý, viii 30, tva. pyndém, and 
х 48 iva owmjon. Two of these are prohibitions and the third which 
means ‘stop his shouting’ is very near to one. 

In four remaining instances of the word, it is followed by a verb of 
saying and direct speech. At i 25 фішовиуті and iv 39 mýma are 
tantamount to prohibitions. viii 33 бясгүс éaiow pov, Lærar, is also an 
order to desist. ix 25 rò тивбиа тд бХОХОР Kai кофду, гүй ёл:таооо 
со, МЕ &E отой Kai иткёті сісЄ№үс̧ eig avróv. Here we have two 
commands, one an incontrovertible prohibition and the other implies one, 
‘beset him no longer’. It is noteworthy that the commands in this verse 
are reinforced by ёлітбооо, a verb of positive meaning. 

From this examination it appears that the meaning of ѓлітіибр is much 
more unified than appeared at first sight. Everywhere it means or is near 
to meaning ‘desist from an action being performed’ whether it is shouting 
or bringing children to Jesus, or speaking a prophecy or dissuading. 


*Axodovbety 


The verb occurs at Mark 1 18; ii 14 (2), 15; v 24; мі 1; viii 34 (27); ix 
38 (27); x 21, 28, 32, 52; xi 9; xiv 13, 54; xv 41. It is also in the printed 
texts at iii 7, but C.H.Turner? and Vincent Taylor have given good 
reasons for following the manuscripts which omit it here. 

It is used in the literal sense of physical following, as at xi 9; xiv 54, 
and also in the derived sense of being a disciple, for example at viii 34. 
When the word has the derived sense the literal sense is not always 
absent. Thus at i 18 їкоХоббоор (so read with B) implies discipleship, but 
at i 20 &míijA0ov ӧтісш отой is used with the same suggestion. To this 
extent there is agreement among interpreters. 

It is when we consider the subjects of the verb in its various senses that 
agreement fails, and yet the conclusion we reach about Mark's usage at 
this point is important for our interpretation of passages like ii 15. The 
idea of discipleship, with or without the sense of physical following as 


2 Note V (vi) above. 
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well, is present at i 18 (subject, Peter and Andrew), ii 14 (Levi), viii 34 
(general), ix 38 (general), x 21 (the rich man), x 28 (Peter and the dis- 
ciples), xv 41 (women from Galilee). From this it appears that the sub- 
ject of &xoXovOeiv with the meaning of discipleship may be any who can 
or do become disciples. This does not agree with Turner’s third conclu- 
sion about the use of the word: ‘that, with one possible exception in the 
earlier half of the Gospel, it is not used in narrative of or to the apostles, 
who did not ‘follow’ but rather accompanied their Master’. (JTS xxvi 
pp.238f. Note V (vi) above.). 

The physical sense may be uppermost at v 24 (subject, the crowd), vi 1 
(the disciples), x 32 (the twelve), x 52 (Bartimaeus), xi 9 (the crowd), xiv 
13 (two disciples), xiv 54 (Peter). Here too the variety of subjects 
excludes any limitation of the word in this sense to one class. We may 
note that at xiv 13 Jesus is not the object. 

Probably the evangelist used the word for any who accompanied Jesus 
in this way. Nor does there seem to be any reason why scribes and 
Pharisees should not follow him on occasion in the physical sense. As a 
class they were certainly not his disciples and for part of the ministry at 
least were opposed to him, but they are found in close contact with him 
for example at и 6, 24; ш 22f.; vii 1. Sometimes they are discussing 
with him in the same room, sometimes out in the open. If there is no 
objection in principle to the Pharisees following Jesus in the literal sense, 
then the one argument against punctuating at ii 155.  ToAXXoí. Kai 
йкоХобвоум оут@ кої oi ураршатеїс Tao baptoaiwy collapses, namely the 
argument that the Pharisees did not follow Jesus. We, of course, need not 
suppose that in following they were doing more than holding a watching 
brief. 

We may notice that, except at viii 34; xi 9 and the spurious iii 7, 
&koXovOstr» is followed by a dative. At viii 34 дтісо pov serves instead of 
the dative and in this passage we should probably read éA6etv instead of 
&koXovÜcip. Thus it follows that xi 9 is the only passage in Mark where 
&koXovOsiv is not followed for certain by a dative. 


ПоХФ 


Unlike обтос which precedes the verb in Mark except at iv 41, adver- 
bial тоАХФ regularly follows it (i 45; iv 2; м 10, 23, 38, 43; vi 23, 34; xv 
3). There is a clear and incontrovertible exception at iii 12 тоХАб 
ёпєтіра сйтоїс and three instances of тоАХФ тавеїи, v 26; viii 31; ix 12. 
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These are the only examples of záoxew in Mark and we seem to have 
here a stereotyped phrase. This is supported bv the fact that where in the 
Gospels the aorist поету is accompanied by an accusative or an adverb, 
the verb comes in the second place: Matthew *xvi 21 (=Mark viii 31); 
*xxvii 19; Luke "ix 22 (=Mark viii 31); xiii 2; "xvii 25; xxiv 26, 46. 
то\\& occurs in the instances marked with an asterisk. At Matthew xvii 
15 we may have the present, кок@с пбахеї 

Mark’s practice bears on the interpretation of two passages. At Mark 
vi 20 it is said of Herod акордас ойто? тоАХАФ түлбрє! (v.l. éxoier). 
Mark’s order is definitely in favour of taking 7oAA& with дкобсос̧. This, 
however, enables us to decide in favour of тёр against дпоїєі, because, 
while ўтбрг: makes sense standing alone, бпоїє: alone does not, whatever 
TOAAG ётгос, might have been taken to mean. 

At Mark ix 26 we have two readings, kpátac кої moAAd бтораёсс 
and in far fewer manuscripts xpá£oc ToXÀà каї оторбёос (A © V fl 
565 рс). The second reading is in keeping with Mark's placing of тол 
and is probably original. 

Scribes did not like тоХАФ as an adverb and tried to get rid of it at i 
45; iii 12; iv 2; v 10, 23, 38, 43; vi 23; ix 25. It is not in the printed 
texts at vi 23 and Dr Vincent Taylor has rightly restored it. 


Periphrastic Ебуси and Participle 

In addition to the discussions in the grammars, there are two studies: 
C.H.Turner, Marcan Usage viii, JTS xxviii pp. 349-351 Note VIII 
above, and G.Bjórck, HN ДІДАХКОМ (Uppsala, 1940). Björck takes 
account only of sive with the present and aorist participles and Turner of 
the present and perfect passive participles. Chantraine, Histoire du Par- 
fait Grec, chapter IX, has some important remarks on the use of the per- 
fect passive participle in periphrastic tenses in the New Testament. 

Before we consider the commonest periphrases with evo, in Mark we 
must distinguish between tense periphrases and other uses of єѓрои with 
the participle. First we may refer to instances where eivot is the copula 
and the participle is an adjective or noun. We can distinguish in English 
between *he was amusing the baby' and *the book was amusing'. In the 
latter example the participle is adjectival. Likewise in Greek, Ди &pxwv 
can mean ‘he was a magistrate’ as distinct from ‘he was ruling’. The sec- 
ond use to be distinguished is that of the supplementary predicate. There 
is an example with yívca0o at Mark i 4, éyéveto “Iwavens 6 Barritwr èv 
Th &оўио кпрбддом кт\. Here &yérero ... курбооо» is not our tense but a 
main verb with a supplementary participle which could be replaced by xoi 
and a second main verb thus: &yérero .... кої ёкўросоєу. 
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In Mark sivou, usually in the imperfect, and the present participle may 
be presumed to form a single tense, and the same is probably true for 
Luke at least. On the other hand, where yiveoOar is joined with a 
participle, Mark 1 4; ix 3, 7,(cf. Bjórck p. 62) no true periphrastic tense 
is constituted. Consequently we shall translate 7» etc. with the present 
participle as an imperfect but not so yiveoOa and the participle. 

The periphrasis for the imperfect was not popular with scribes and it 
has not survived in the printed text at Mark i 39; ii 4; v 40. There are 
variant readings which suppressed it at iii 1; v 11; ix 4; xiii 25; xiv 4; xv 
26. Periphrasis occurs at i 6, 13, 22, 33, 39; ii 4, 6, 18; iii 1; iv 38; v 5, 
11, 40; мі 52; vii 15; ix 4; x 22, 32 (bis); хш 13, 25; xiv 4, 40, 49, 54; 
xv 7, 26, 40, 43; twenty-nine instances in all. Of these only vii 15; xiii 
13, 25 are not examples of the participle with the imperfect of sivat. 

In English we are used to the participle following the verb Чо be' 
immediately in compound tenses. The fact that the two are usually sepa- 
rated in Mark has probably inclined translators not to treat them as form- 
ing a single tense. In Mark apart from particles like кої and relatives, the 
copula comes first in its clause. The exceptions are v 5; vii 15; xiii 25; 
xiv 49; four instances out of twenty-nine. Again the subject where it is 
separately expressed comes between the copula and the participle as at i 6, 
33; ii 4, 6, 18; iii 1; iv 38; v 11, 40; vi 52; xiv 4, 40; xv 7, 26, 40, 43; 
sixteen examples against three exceptions, vii 15; x 32; xiii 25. The rest 
of the predicate is usually put between the copula and the participle or 
after the participle. This practice conforms with Mark's word order, 
verb, subject, rest of predicate, where cirot provides the verb and the 
participle is treated as part of the predicate. It does not, however, 
determine which part of the predicate the participle is, and so constitutes 
no obstacle to treating the verb and participle as a compound tense. 
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RECITATIVE Aéyov 


The use of Муси to introduce oratio recta or obliqua has certain fea- 
tures that deserve examination. The participle appears in this construction 
in the nominative forms, Aéywv, Хүорса, Aéyovrec for certain. The 
accusative Aéyorro appears at i 27 with Аёүортєс as a variant, and at ii 
12 where the alternative reading кої Хбуєги meets another difficulty in 
this passage. We may therefore regard these two instances as highly 
doubtful. 

Хбуаи and the other forms are sometimes followed by recitative бт: and 
sometimes not. Can we discover any rule for this? 

First we must isolate the examples of interrogative бт. This occurs 
with бисХоү содон ii 6, viii 16, 17. At хі 31 we should probably read 
бієхоуборто прос баютойс №үортєс̧` Tí ETW HEV, бар єдєр KTA., 
which would give us another example of a question with біаАоув(єавої 
Хбуши. Another occurrence of interrogative бт. is ix 11 after grnparwp 
отд» Aéyovrec. 

Recitative бту with A£ycr regularly follows verbs of motion: 9Абер i 
15, Épxerot і 40, Ёрхортоц У 35, дАєбаортой xiii 6, продторебортай x 
35, атёотсййср xii 6. At viii 26 бяёотсгАсу айтду siç тӧр oikov айтоб 
AEywr" unôè кт\. lacks бт. There is however to Aéywv а variant кої 
Asye атф D Lat.vt d Geo (ms.) Syr s (р) Eth. This would remove our 
one irregularity. 

краєм хі 9, &vaxpasew i 24, dwreiv х 49, ху 34 (v.L), фор ix 7 
lack бте but it is read at iii 11 after Zxo&(ov Aéyorrec. Here it is omitted 
by D W Lat.vt a b cd eff i g? t gat vg. Syr Geo Arm Eth and the omis- 
sion may well be right. 

There is a similar problem at ii 12 ёоёс {еги тд» 0cóv NÉYOVTAG бт KTN. 
Хбуортас is omitted by B W b and D d read кої Хбүси, but бте is omitted 
by 124 565 579 Lat.vt. a. Об these readings that in D is intrinsically 
most probable and that in B W least. In any case we cannot regard this 
instance as certain. 

бтокрірєадог Жбуши, a formula which occurs in John also, normally 
dispenses with recitative бос, ій 33 v.l., v 9, ix 38 v.l., xv 9, but at viii 
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28 бт occurs twice, itself an unusual feature. On the first occasion it is 
read only by К“ В 0143¥4 1342 Syr р, and on the second бт, cic appears 
in X B С" L 579 892 1342 Syr sin p (1 ms.) Copt Бо.(рі.) but other manu- 
scripts read Eva. We may regard these instances as improbable. 

Finally xiv 57f. éyevdopaptipovy кат отой Жбуортєс бть stands 
alone. The text again is confused. Homoioteleuton or some form of би 
seems to have been at work. We have кат" abro) Абуортес бт and later 
офто Хбудитос бт. Some of the Latin renderings seem to assume ап 
omission resulting from this: et dicebant k seems parallel to D's xoi 
ÉXeyov. каї EXeyov бт would correspond to the renderings of Syr sin р 
Geo Eth. We must allow for the possibility that either éjevóouoprópovv 
кат abrod koi ÉXeyov бт: is the right reading, or, perhaps less likely, 
&ycvóoyoprüpovy кой  Асүор кат abrod бт, with D. 

This examination suggests that there is no certain example of Абуши 
and recitative бт. except where they are associated with verbs of motion. 
In all instances where the contrary appears to be true the text is in doubt. 

Two features may seem to require comment. Except for the verbs of 
motion all the verbs associated with this construction are verbs of com- 
municating information except потіє» xv 36. We would not have been 
surprised if recitative бт: had been present here but it is not. 

Tautology occurs at xii 26 eizey ... Aéywv. Legg’s apparatus notes 
Хбуами от. 28 Syr sin p. 


APPENDIX: A LIST OF VERBS FOLLOWED BY Xéyov 
(а) verbs of motion Муси + órt 
Ёрхєтси i 40, £pxovrot У 35  ёХсбоортоц xiii 6 
nrgvevilS xpoonopetovrat х 35 ётёотсїАєр xii б 
(n.b. ётёотсиАсг + Хүр + бт viii 26 v.l.) 


(b) verbs of crying and the like + Муши 
kpáteu їй 11 (+ бт у..), xi 9 àvaxpáfew і 24 
фоусїр х 49, xv. 34 (у. 1.) фаги ix 7 


(с) other verbs + Хбуши 
aiteioban vi 25 
&moxpiveodau iii 33 (У.1.), v 9 v.l., viii 28 + ёте (bis v.l.), ix 38, 
xv 9 

дррєїадвой xiv 68 

Braodnpety xv 29 

dtadoyifeoGar ii 6 + бт. interrogative, viii 16, 17 + бл 
interrogative, xi 31 + ті 
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биаат Хир мій 15 

8:6бусц, обратио xiv 44 

боёй(сир ii 12 (+ őre v.l.) 

вЇтєїр xii 26 

ёктАфроособсц vi 2, vii 37, x 26 

ётєротйр viii 27, ix 11 + бу, interrogative, xii 18, 
xiv 60, xv 4 contra v 9, viii 29, їх 16, 21, 28, 33 etc. 

ётитийгр і 25, ix 25 

курбоовц 17 v.l. 

торокоћеїу v 12, 23 

потібєгу ху 36 

сор (үтэр i 27 

Wevdopaptupety xiv 57 (+ бті v.l.) 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


VERBS OF SEEING 


If we analyse Mark’s use of these verbs we can construct the following 
table: 


Present/Impf. Future Aorist 
Өєореїр (7) 
орду» (3) бүсадси (3) ó$0ijva (1) 
ВХётга» (14) 


арадХёфси (6) 
біавХхефом (1) 


ép émet (1) гибХёфси (3) 
тєр 8ХЁтсобоц (1) тгєрцЗХ6 фоодон, (5) 
ібєїи (32) 


Numerals in brackets indicate the number of times а tense occurs. The 
analysis reveals certain features at once. In the present three verbs share 
the work between them. The future is rare and has only one form. In the 
active and middle aorist ióciv does most of the work and other forms are 
used with particular meanings. There is one passive aorist. No perfect 
forms occur. 

First we notice that дсорєї» (iii 11; v 15, 38; хи 41; xv 40, 47; xvi 4) 
depends on the other verbs for a future and aorist. Its meaning presents 
no problems. pâr which we would expect to be the present to бүсобоц, 
16єїр and оф0ђрог does not seem to do so: at i 44 and viii 15 it has а cau- 
tionary meaning and at viii 24 its sense is uncertain, possibly being 
synonymous with GXémeiv. бүсодоц (xiii 26; xiv 62; xvi 7) may have an 
eschatological suggestion. ó$05ro« (ix 4) is used of a vision. 

Bém&w is used in the present only. At iv 24; viii 15; xii 38; xiii 5, 9, 
23, 33 it is cautionary in sense. At viii 15; xii 38 it is followed by &rò 
and at xiii 5 by ці). In these passages it means “beware”. At iv 24; xiii 9 
it is followed by the accusative and we can render “look to". At xiii 23, 
33 it is used absolutely and the equivalent may be “look ош”. At ім 12 
ӨХётєир and ібєїи are contrasted and at viii 18 0фбоХдоёфс Éxovrec and 
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ВХетєтє stand together. At м 31; viii 23, 24; xiii 2 ВАётеир means 
“see”. A development of this occurs at хи 14 бАёТас cic трбоштоу. 

If Béns occurs only in the present, its compounds are never found in 
that tense and with one or two exceptions only in the aorist active. 
Фро(ВХ6ёфси has two meanings, “to look up” vi 41; мії 34; xvi 4, and “to 
recover sight” viii 24; x 51, 52. At xvi 4 àva(iAéyacat 0&wpobotr there 
is a clear distinction between the two verbs. био бХ фон occurs only at 
viii 25 apparently with the sense “see clearly". £uAéyot has the mean- 
ing “look on (an object)” at x 21, 27; xiv 67 and this may be the meaning 
of évéG eme», viii 25, if it is the right reading. 

The certain exception among the compounds of jfAémew is 
терібХетеабої. It occurs only in the middle, five times in the aorist 
participle (iii 5, 34; ix 8, x 23; хі 11) and once in the imperfect, 
тєриєВХётето 1бєїр at v 32 where there is a difference between looking 
тєргсВХётето and seeing ібеѓу. The same difference appears at ix 8 
TEpiBréyvapevor eióov. 


CHAPTER NINE 


PARTICLES 


66 


In Classical Greek óé has a wide range of use (cf. J.D.Denniston, 
Greek Particles (Oxford, 1934) sub voc. and p. 582). It is not current in 
Modern Greek (A.Thumb, Handbook of the Modern Greek Vernacular 
(Edinburgh, 1912) p. 185) and seems to have disappeared from non- 
literary Greek in the period A.D. 600-1000 (A.N.Jannaris, An Historical 
Greek Grammar, (London 1897) pp. 400, 402). This disappearance was 
encouraged by two factors. First, 68 shared with other particles which 
could not begin their clause or phrase the tendency to make way for parti- 
cles which could, such as кой and àAAd. 

Secondly, as its meaning weakened it overlapped more and more with 
ка and &AA& and so became otiose. In Mark its use is already becoming 
restricted. In this Gospel it occurs about 122 times for certain, about as 
frequently in proportion as in John where there are some 150 certain 
instances. 

The clearest survival from the Classical language is the use of бё in 
contrast. péy ... 66 is rare, xii 5; xiv 21, 38, but the contrast is present 
when ôé alone is used at ii 18; iv 11, 34; мі 15; vii 6, 11; viii 29, 35; x 6, 
40; xi 8, 17; xii 44; xiii 23, 31; and perhaps at vi 16; vii 20. 

From the use of є in contrasts seems to develop another use. Where 
the contrast is between two nouns or pronouns in the nominative, the sec- 
ond being conjoined with ó£, there is inevitably at this point a change of 
subject. In Mark this is universal with the article, pronouns and nouns, 
in all for some ninety instances. It is also the rule for бё conjoined with 
other words: verbs 17/19, conjunctions 3/5, prepositional phrases 4/6, 
ovai 1/1 but párny 0/1, иёр ... 66 2/2. This gives a total 27/34, a very 
high proportion. This use of 66 where a change of subject takes place is 
much commoner than the contrastive use in Mark. 

This use has an effect on Mark's word order. Usually in Mark the verb 
comes first in its clause, but in nearly four fifths of the instances of con- 
trastive бё the subject comes first constituting a large proportion of the 
exceptions to Mark's normal order. We may therefore regard Mark's use 
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of óé with a nominative as bringing the change of subject clearly before 
the reader’s notice. 

Are there any other uses of 68 in Mark? If we look at some of the 
categories of words where the change of subject with 66 is not universal 
we may detect other usages. Conjoined with verbs it often seems to intro- 
duce a fresh event or circumstance. Thus at x 32 (pr.); xiii 9, 182; xiv 1; 
ху 40 we have a fresh paragraph or section. At ii 6; v 11; x 14; xiii 22 
v.l.; xiv 4 v.l.; xv 39 a fresh feature is introduced into the story. At xii 
26; уш 9; xiv 44; ху 7, 25, this becomes an aside. Similar examples 
with conjunctions, prepositional phrases and the like occur at ii 10; xii 
26; xiii 14, 17, 28, 32; xv 6. 

Sometimes the fresh item is a correction as at vii 7; ix 50; x 6, a use 
that comes near to the adversative. There are no certain examples of the 
adversative use of 5é in Mark and it may be that the evangelist never used 
the particle in this sense. 

It is noticeable that only the strictly contrastive use of ó£ is not paral- 
leled by кої or GAAd. Already in Mark this is the less common use. The 
fact that кой would have served in many passages where we have бё helps 
to explain why already in this Gospel 66 is passing out of use. 

In drawing up this note no account has been taken of the passages 
where dé is textually in doubt. There are nearly sixty of them, and it 
seems possible that scribes added бё frequently in order to improve the 
style and modify the excessive use of kaí. 


yap 

yap, occurring some sixty-three times, is the third commonest particle 
in Mark. There is little remarkable in its use in Mark. It occurs in dis- 
course thirty-one times, half its total occurrence. 

It introduces answers to questions at iv 22; viii 38; xii 23, 25; xiv 5. 
At iv 22 the sense is “yes, for”. At viii 38 the connexion is very loose. 
At xii 23 we may enlarge thus, “we cannot tell, for”, and at xii 25 “there 
is no real difficulty, for”. xiv 5 may be “for nothing, for”. At each the 
connexion is clearer with some such expansion. убір introduces questions 
at viii 36, 37; xv 14. 

кої 'y&p occurs at x 45; xiv 70. At both places each particle seems to 
retain its full force. 

Again scribes tend to add this particle. It occurs about fourteen times 
in our printed texts where it is open to question. In several of these its 
insertion removes hiatus. It is confused with бё at v 42 and xiii 22. At xi 
18(sec.) scribes substitute it for бус. 
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үбр disturbs Marcan order. In үр clauses verbs come first only 
25/63, nouns and pronouns 20/63, the negative ой 7/63. There are 
several clusters of the particle as at vi 17, 18, 20; viii 35-8; ix 6(bis), 39- 
41. 

аха 

&AXAÀdá occurs in Mark at i 44, 45; ii 17(bis), 22; iii 26, 277, 29; iv 17, 
22; v 19, 26, 39; vi 9, 52; vii 5, 15, 19, 25; viii 33; ix 8, 13, 22, 37; x 
8, 27, 40, 43, 45; xi 23, 32; xii 14, 25, 27; xiii 7, 11(bis), 20, 24; xiv 
28, 29, 36(bis), 49; xvi 7, in all forty-five times compared with Mat- 
thew's thirty-seven, Luke thirty-six and Acts thirty. &AX& is commoner 
in John and the Epistles. 

The text is rarely in question. The particle should be read at ii 22; ix 
8. There is room for doubt at iii 27. 

&AAá is the adversative particle. It normally follows a negative clause, 
1 44, 45; ii 17(sec.); iii 26, 29; iv 17, 22; v 19, 39; vi 52; vii 5, 15, 25; 
уш 33; х 27, 40, 43; хі 23; xii 14, 25; xiii 11(sec), 20; xiv 49, or 
phrase, ii 17(pr.), 22; v 26; vi 9; vii 19; ix 8, 37; x 8, 45; xii 27; xiii 11; 
xiv 36(sec.). 

Rarely the preceding clause is positive and the АА clause negative, 
xiii 7; xiv 29, 36(pr.). 

The remaining instances, iii 27; ix 13, 22; xi 32; xiii 24; xiv 28; xvi 7, 
must be examined separately. At several of these, iii 27; ix 13, 22; xiv 
28; xvi 7, the connexion is broken and a fresh line of thought begun. At 
xiii 24 this amounts to the beginning of a fresh paragraph. At xi 32 there 


may be an implied negative: “We cannot say ‘from heaven’, but if we say 
‘from men’...” 


Causal ýr! 


This occurs at i 27, 34; iii 30; iv 29; v 9; vi 2, 17, 34; vii 19; viii 2, 
24, 33; ix 38, 412, xiv 21, 27. The scribes did not like this usage and 
tried to eliminate it at i 27; vi 2; ix 38. 

At i 27; vi 2; vii 19 it introduces the answer to a question. 


l See J.K. Elliott, “The Position of Causal бт Clauses in the New Testament” 
Filología Neotestamentari 6 (1990) pp. 155-7. 
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7 
Mark appears to have used xoí in the sense of ў = vel but not in the 
sense of # = aut. At several places the scribes have corrected this xoi to 
ў, probably at iii 33; iv 17; x 38, 40; xiii 21, 32. The confusion does not 
occur where ў = aut. ij introduces the second half of a question at ii 9; 
iii 4(bis); iv 21, 30; xi 30; xii 14(bis). It introduces an alternative in 
statements at vi 56; vii 10, 11; x 29; xiii 35. 
рби 
иёр occurs rarely in Mark, iv 4; іх 12; xii 5; хім 21, 38. At xii 5; xiv 
21, 38 we have the regular це» ... é connexion, but at iv 4; ix 12 dé is 
lacking. At iv 4f its place is taken by кої &AXo, and at ix 12 there is a 
greater break. The contrasted element may be concealed in xoi піс 
үёүраттои ёти Tov viðv тоб дгбротоо. 


ойр 


оби occurs at хі 31; xiii 35; ху 12. Scribes have added it at iii 31; x 9; 
xii 6, 9, 23, 27, 37. At хі 31 it is omitted in some manuscripts because 
of the following ойк. It has no problems of meaning. 


Other Particles 


бра occurs at iv 41; xi 13 and Gore at ii 28; x 8 etc., ei interrogative at 
viii 12, and era at iv 17, 28; viii 25. TA» is in a LXX quotation at xii 
32. 


J.K. Elliott 


CHAPTER ТЕМ 


АМ ECLECTIC TEXTUAL COMMENTARY ON THE GREEK 
TEXT OF MARK’S GOSPEL 


Since it first appeared in 1966, the text of the United Bible Societies’ 
Greek New Testament (UBSGNT) has proclaimed itself the standard text 
of the NT!. Originally it was said that UBSGNT would merely be a text 
for students and translators. Since then UBSGNT has undergone two 
revisions, the second of which (the third edition of 1975) agrees substan- 
tially with the text of Nestle Aland?Ó and forms the basis of the 
Vollständige Konkordanz3, the new computer concordance?, and the 
Aland Synopsis. 

The text of UBSGNT?, like its predecessors, has only a limited 
apparatus of 1,400 variation units, all of which have been discussed 
together with about 600 other variants in a companion volume, A Textual 
Commentary on the Greek New Testament5. It fell to Professor B.M. 
Metzger to write this commentary on behalf of and in co-operation with 
the editorial committee of the UBSGNT to show how the committee 
reached its decision on these 2,000 variants. Metzger, with an enviably 
lucid style, encapsulated the editorial discussions and has thereby enabled 
us to understand how many of the textual problems encountered by the 
committee were resolved. 


1 See K.Aland (ed.), Synopsis Quattuor Evangeliorum, 10th ed (Stuttgart, 1978) p. 
хі. 

2 R.P.Markham and E.A.Nida, An Introduction to the Bible Societies’ Greek New 
Testament (New York, 1966) p. 1. 


3 K. Aland (ed.), Vollständige Konkordanz zum griechischen Neuen Testament (Ber- 
lin/New York, 1975). 


^ H.Bachmann and W.A.Slaby, Computer-Konkordanz zum Novum Testamentum 
Graece (Berlin/New York, 1980). 


5 вм. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London/New 
York, 1971). 
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Those of us who criticized features of the Commentary when it was 
first published® nevertheless expressed gratitude to the committee in gen- 
eral and to Professor Metzger in particular for allowing us to share in the 
editorial process through this companion volume. The UBSGNT? text, 
however, must not be thought of as the definitive text. Many of its read- 
ings have been printed with a high degree of doubt by the editors. This is 
evident by the increased number of readings accorded the rating letter ‘C’ 
(= ‘considerable degree of doubt) and ‘D’ (=‘very high degree of 
doubt’) since the second edition. It is also evident from the Commentary 
that the committee responded in different ways to the pull of conflicting 
arguments and decided on many such occasions to print ‘the least 
unsatisfactory reading’. 

Metzger’s Commentary is a valuable and stimulating starting place for 
discussing variants. Its failings merely — and inevitably — reflect the 
failings of the UBSGNT text as a whole. These are primarily its 
excessive respect for the readings of the so-called great uncials (especially 
X B) and a cavalier attitude towards principles based on internal evidence. 
The Commentary (like the introductory volume before it)" lists the princi- 
ples on pp. XXVI-XXVIII. Even when these principles are reliable 
guides — and sometimes they are not? — they are often ignored or 
bypassed in the discussions as reported in the Commentary. 

Those of us who favour an eclectic Greek NT based primarily on prin- 
ciples of internal evidence inevitably disagree with the text of UBSGNT? 
on many occasions. This article is offered as an example of how eclectic 
principles thoroughly applied could have produced a different text and is 
intended not merely to demonstrate how the discussions in the Com- 
mentary can be expanded or supplemented, but also to show how the 
Commentary is itself a stimulus and a valuable vade mecum in initiating 
such further discussion on variants. 

For the sake of space all examples below are taken from Mark's 
Gospel. Ihave tried to select variants which demonstrate differing eclec- 
tic principles. 


6 у Ross, "The United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament", JBL 95 (1976) 
рр-112-121, J.K.Elliott, “The United Bible Societies’ Textual Commentary Evaluated” 
NovT 17 (1975) pp. 130-150, and “A Second Look at the United Bible Societies’ Greek 
New Testament", BT 26 (1975) pp. 325-32; G.D.Kilpatrick, TLZ 104 (1979) cols. 260-270. 


7 Markham and Nida, Introduction. 


8 E.g. II A 4 (c): ‘Scribes would sometimes ... add pronouns, conjunctions, and 
expletives to make a smoother text', and II A 2: *In general the shorter reading is to be 
preferred’. 
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14 6 болто бу ті) ерійра 

Although the Commentary says that “it is easier to account for the addi- 
tion than the deletion of the definite article before Bamvifwy”, the text 
prints the article, albeit bracketed, presumably because it is found in N. 
But what the text should print is 6 without brackets. If Marcan usage had 
been a criterion in determining the text of Mark (as promised in principle 
II B 1 [a] of the Commentary), then it would have been recognized that 6 
Волті{оюр is Mark’s normal way of describing John the Baptist. 

The Commentary, however, refers us to Mark vi 25 and viii 28 where 
UBSGNT? prints forms of болтиот — and not to vi 14 or vi 24 where 
forms of Bazzifwy are printed. In fact there are textual variants at all 
four of these verses: 


мі14  Ваттіїор N A B C f! Byz 
Barnoric DS М Ө f? 

vi24  Ватті(ортос К B L A Ө 565 1596 
Ваттістод ceteri 

vi25 Banrifovtoc І, 700 892 
Banrtotod ceteri 

viii 28 flamrí[ovra 28 565 
Ваттіотђи ceteri 


In view of the prevailing tendency to call John Ваттістіс іп Matthew, 
Luke, and later Christian writings, it is likely that the direction of change 
in the text of Mark is away from an original Borrrí[w»?. Bawnoric was 
introduced into the text by later scribes possibly because of assimilation to 
parallels at Matt. xiv 2, 8; xvi 14, and Luke ix 19. Mark is likely to have 
written отт (ор throughout as the designation for John. This represents 
the form of John's name before Christians coined the noun Воттіотіс to 
describe him. The new noun then became dominant in Christian tradi- 
tion. In contrast to the argument used by the UBSGNT committee here, 
at Mark x 47 (Natapnvic/Nafwpatoc) the Commentary says that the 
editors printed Мабортибс because it is characteristic of Marcan style and 
that scribes were responsible for introducing the more usual Жо {ороїос̧ 
for Mark's less familiar term. This is indeed likely, and the same reason- 
ing should have been applied for the variants Ватті{ор/Воттіотіс. 


9 See further my article "Ho baptizon and Mark 1:4", 7Z 31 (1975) рр. 14-15. 
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If we accept 6 Barritwr as а title for John at Mark і 4, this helps solve 
our textual problems in this verse. Some scribes, not recognizing this as 
a title, have adjusted the verse to make бат ор a verbal participle only. 
These are the main variants: 

(a) Ватті(ор èv Tfi ёрўро kai АК P WII pler. This is the 
reading accepted in UBSGNT! 2. 

(b) 6 Barritwy ду тій ёр ид) kai X LA cop”, If ё is present, 
ко! is difficult to accept as characteristic of Магсар style. 

(с) èv тй èphuw Bamrítor kai D Ө 28 pc. Not only has the 
article been removed, thus preventing Bamrifwy being understood as a 
substantive, but the two linked participles have been placed closer 
together to emphasize their dependence on £yérero. 

(d) 6 Bomrí(w» бр тў &püju В 33 892. In accepting this 
variant as the original, we have a text that conforms to Marcan usage in 
which John is referred to as 0 Ватто. "Eyérvero can be taken as a verb 
with a force of its own: "John the Baptist appeared in the desert 
preaching". In view of the significance in the context of John's actual 
appearing, this is likely, although it would also agree with Mark's style to 
take бубиєто xnpboowy as periphrastic (“John the Baptist was preaching in 
the desert ...." ; cf. Mark ix 3). 


і 27 Ті ёстір тобто; тїс й бібахі ў kav airy; бт: кат BEovoiay’ кой 


In evaluating the variants in this verse, the UBSGNT editors seem пої 
only to have ignored their principle of taking the authors’s style into 
account but also the fact that the Semitic usage natural to the author could 
have been responsible for scribal alterations. The editors seem to have 
been unduly influenced by x В 10, 

The Commentary does not discuss the variant in C К A er al., giving 
the distinctively Semitic word order ў бах) й kaw abr. 


10 Other places in Mark where the text in К В seems to have been an important 
reason for printing its reading are (among others) ti 1; vi 33 (virtually alone), 47; vii 6, 37; 
viii 13; xiii 2; xiv 10, 52 (К BC only). There are, of course, many other places where the 
text of N В is printed in preference to variants in other MSS. but where there is neither 
apparatus in the text nor discussion in the Commentary. At iv 8 and 20 (£r), 16; vii 4 
(Gaxtiowvrou), 9, 24, 28; x 26, the Commentary shows that the united text of X B has been 
ignored. Sometimes acknowledgment of a shorter text in К B has resulted in a bracketed 
text, as in iii 32; vi 23 (тоХХО), vi 41 (see below); vii 4 (кої кмидр),35 (xoi £00£06),37; x 
75 xii 23; ху 12 (08те). 
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G.D.Kilpatrick!! has drawn our attention to this feature of Semitic style 
in the NT and to such examples as Mark xii 43 ў хура ў птоҳђ ary in 
D Ө 565 f!3 pc. (cf. the same variant in the parallel at Luke xxi 3 in А W 
A pler.) and Acts vi 13; xxi 28 where some MSS read тод тбпоу тоб 
&yíov roúrov. This unGreek word order (article and noun plus article and 
adjective plus demonstrative) is also to be found in the LXX. We should 
therefore consider this word order original to Mark. It is the order 
stylistically-conscious scribes would have avoided. 

The MSS which give us this word order in Mark 1 27 are for the most 
part those which also have тїс before ў бібахі), thus creating a second 
question in the verse. The juxtaposition of two questions is also typical 
of Mark, e.g. i 24; ii 7, 8-9; iv 13, 21, 40; vi 2; vii 18-19. Scribes also 
tended to object to this in Mark. This Gospel is characterized by many 
such redundancies and repetitions. Matthew in using Mark tended to 
eliminate many such expressions!?. In this verse D W et al. omit the first 
question ті £art» тобто. Others such as К B Ө etc. omit the second ques- 
tion. 

The reading of C K A 565* also commends itself as original in another 
way. As Kilpatrick points out, Mark sometimes follows double questions 
with a 671 clause, e.g. vi 2 (variant 2); vii 18-19. Elsewhere in the NT, 
бт in the sense of yap is found, e.g. at Mark viii 24; John і 16; Rom. ix 
7. This also was a feature to which scribes often objected (see variant 
readings at Mark vi 2; viii 3; xi 18). 

That there were so many features characteristic of Marcan style, to 
which stylistically-aware scribes would have objected, explains the many 
variants within this verse. 

If бт. is original to Mark here, the punctuation problems referred to by 
Metzger disappear. Кот étovoiav has to go with what follows. Verse 
22 is more likely to have been a reason for the change by scribes than to 
have been the pattern for Mark in this respect. As we have seen, stronger 
and more numerous examples of Marcan style and usage tell in favour of 
the reading of СК A et al. 

Other places where UBSGNT ignores the reading characteristic of the 
author’s style are frequent. Among those found in Mark are i 39 and ii 1. 


1] «some Problems in New Testament Text and Language" Neotestamentica et 
Semitica: Studies in Honour of Matthew Black (ed. E.E.Ellis and M.Wilcox; (Edinburgh 
1969) pp. 198-208. Reproduced in J.K.Elliott (ed.), The Principles and Practice of New 
Testament Textual Criticism (Leuven, 1990) pp. 230-40 (=BETL 96). 


12 see W.C. Allen, А Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel according 
to St Matthew (Edinburgh, 1907) pp. XXIV-XXV (= ICC). 
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At i 39 ўр should be read, not #\Gev 13. At ii 1 а minority of the com- 
mittee would have preferred to accept the variant reading, the character- 
istically Marcan eig oixov with A С Г A, but the majority overruled them 
(him?) by insisting on printing the reading of X В. Similarly at ii 4 the 
majority of the committee ignored the text in accord with Marcan style 
and printed бій, тд» було». 

Mark viii 13 should read có» éuBac sig тд тХоёоу. This is a 
redundant expression characteristic of Mark (Cf. also xii 23 where the 
longer text should be printed without brackets for the same reason). At xi 
31 ті єїторер is also likely to be original. (At viii 35 the Commentary 
reports that the committee accepted Marcan style as an argument overrul- 
ing any possibility that the longer text in Mark was the result of assimila- 
tion to the parallels). 


i 41 0дрүшдбеїс 


An examination of this famous variant along thoroughgoing eclectic 
lines would not, I think, have resulted in оптХаухтовсеіс being printed in 
all three editions of the UBSGNT text with a ‘D’ rating. That 8 A BC 
and the bulk of MSS read it, whereas only D and a few OL MSS and 
Ephraem read dpytoGeic, has been the deciding factor, even though many 
perfectly convincing arguments are capable of being produced — some of 
them are in the Commentary — for accepting the originality ofópytotcíc. 
The Commentary is not so convincing in suggesting that другсавеіс could 
have come into the text because of a scribe's confusing Aramaic words. 

There are several instances where Matthew in particular omits Mark's 
characteristic references to Jesus’ humanity. The Matthaean parallels to 
Mark i 43; iii 5, 20-21; vi 5-6; viii 12; x 14, 21; xiv 33 provide ample 
illustration of this. Scribes of Mark were similarly motivated. But we 
must not expect scribes to have been scrupulous in weeding out every 
such expression from their exemplars. As Metzger points out, at Mark iii 
5 and х 14 Jesus’ anger and indignation are recorded by Mark and there 
are no variants in the MSS. In fact, these comparisons with Mark x 14 
and iii 5 should be used to show that бруговеіс at i 41 would be entirely 
characteristic of Mark's picture of Jesus. This, however, should not 
deflect us from realizing that such changes did occur, and one such exam- 
ple seems to have been here. Admittedly not every human emotion of 
Jesus has been expunged by scribes, but neither is it likely that human 
emotions such as anger would have been added by scribes to a text which, 


13 see C.H Turner. Notes III and VIII (i). 
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had it read опАаосухтовсеіс, would have seemed to them to be perfectly 
appropriate and innocuous. 

The allegedly slender support for друговсіс should not be relevant. At 
other places in UBSGNT? the editors print readings with comparable sup- 
port, e.g. at John ix 36 атєкрібу éxeivoc koi єїтєу, Кой тїс дату, кбріє 
against the readings of X B; at Col. ii 2 тод вєоб, хрістоб with P^5 B 
Hilary Pelagius and Pseudo-Jerome only; at Acts xvi 12 проттс pepidoc 
тйс with the Provençal and Old German only; or at John iii 27 о062 ëv 
with P96 p75 В 472 only. Despite the fact that the Commentary reports 
that the committee often allowed itself to be overwhelmed by the sheer 
number of MSS., these and other examples show that it was not always 
overwhelmed. Mark i 41 is one such place where the minority reading, 
дрүшдєїс, ought to have been printed as the original text. 

Matthew is likely to have read другавеіс in his copy of Mark. Mat- 
thew used отћлоухиодєіс four times of Jesus (Matt. ix 36; xiv 14; xv 32; 
хх 34) and thus had he found отА=үхнобсїс at Mark i 41 it is likely he 
would have retained it. In fact, what Matthew seems to have omitted 
from his copy of Mark was друговеїс. 


v 22 omit óvóparrt "Ióipoc 


Without wishing to open up again the question of "Western non- 
interpolations”, it is perhaps worth reconsidering this text and the reasons 
for printing it as given in the Commentary. 

At x 46 Mark names Bartimaeus son of Timaeus, whereas the parallels 
are silent, and at xv 21 Mark names the sons of Simon of Cyrene. But 
this is not the normal tendency in the gospels. Assuming Marcan 
priority, we can see how on so many occasions Mark’s impersonal plural 
verbs have been given subjects by either Matthew or Luke or both. 
Similarly, names are given to the nameless as the tradition develops!^. 
John xi 2 and xii 3 name the woman who anointed Jesus at Bethany. 
Similarly, John tells us in xviii 10 the name of the high priest’s servant 
and the name of the disciple who cut his ear off. 

At x 46 and xv 21 Mark’s names stand firm in the MS tradition (though 
W omits Вартшаїос at x 46). It is significant here that both Matthew 
and Luke ignore the names. At v 22, however, Jairus’ name does not 


14 See the many examples of this development in an article by B. M. Metzger 
"Names for the Nameless in the New Testament: A study in the Growth of Christian Tradi- 
tion" Kyriakon: Festschrift Johannes Quasten, ed. P.Granfield and J.A.Jungmann 
(Münster/Westf. 1970) vol.1 pp. 79-99. 
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stand firm in the MSS, and even more significantly the Lucan parallel 
includes the name Jairus without variation. 

The words дибистіь `1&1рос̧, therefore, could have entered MSS of 
Mark from the Lucan parallel, particularly in the wording found in the 
text of W O 565 700 at Mark v 22. 

The absence of the name in Matthew is explicable if he did not find the 
name in his copy of Mark. This is more likely than Glasson's explanation 
that Matthew's copy of Mark, was equivalent to the Western text of 
Магк!5, or to say with Metzger in the Quasten Festschrift that the shorter 
text was the result of scribal harmonization to Matthew!Ó. Usually 
harmonizing one account with another resulted in a scribe’s adding to his 
MS from the parallel, not omitting. 

The UBSGNT text has again been decided on the basis of external evi- 
dence supporting the longer text. The shorter text omitting дибиаті 
Лайрос deserves to be taken seriously as original. 


vi 3 тод TEKTOVOS vióg кої 


This is one of the minority of readings discussed in the Commentary 
where an ‘A’ rating is given to the reading printed in the text (тёктор, ò 
vióc), a reading, that is to say, regarded as “virtually certain". Such con- 
fidence does not seem justified. 

There are many variants, particularly in the Lucan nativity stories, 
which avoid describing Jesus as the son of Joseph. For instance, at Luke 
ii 33, 41, 43 various mss. do not describe Joseph and Mary as “Jesus’ 
parents". Instead they say either “Joseph and Mary” or “Joseph and his 
mother". Once the virgin birth traditions began to influence and then 
dominate Christian thinking about Jesus' birth, and once devotion to 
Mary developed, then passages referring without qualification to Joseph 
as Jesus' father were frequently altered by scribes. 

The variants at Mark vi 3 as a whole seem to fit into this pattern. The 
UBSGNT text following N AB pler. prints the secondary reading. The 
alternative той тЄктоуос vióg (коё), far from being due to assimilation to 
the parallel in Matt. xiii 55, is likely to be original. In fact Matthew does 
not provide an exact parallel to Mark vi 3. 

A man in Jewish literature was more naturally described as the son of 
his father. This is likely here with Jesus described as son of the car- 


15 T.F.Glasson, “Did Matthew and Luke Use a ‘Western’ Text of Mark?" ЕхрТіт 
55 (1943-1944) pp. 180-4. 


16 "Names", p. 99, п. 107. 
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решег!7, A change in the opposite direction would be less probable, 
especially in view of the tendency elsewhere to remove references to 
Jesus’ father. Despite the comment of Celsus referred to by Metzger in a 
footnote to this discussion, it was better for Christian apologists to des- 
cribe Jesus as a carpenter (just as Paul is described as an artisan) than to 
have doubts cast on the virgin birth tradition. 


vi 22 0vyarpóc atric тїс Howótátoc 


The three main readings here are either “his daughter Herodias” as in 
UBSGNT, or “her daughter Herodias”, or “the daughter of Herodias”. 
The UBSGNT committee, although following К В, were obviously not 
confident in so doing, as the Commentary makes abundantly clear. 

We need to decide more positively which reading is the most likely to 
haven given rise to the alternatives. I would wish to argue for the 
originality of the reading вруатрос atric тйс Нрабійдос in АС K © 
pler. This could mean “the daughter of Herodias herself", but it is more 
likely that тўс "Ношбійбос 15 in parenthesis. Metzger acknowledges in 
the Commentary that отс could be a redundant pronoun anticipating a 
noun and as such is an Aramaism. This seems a likely reason for its 
removal by scribes. The meaning would be “her (i.e. Herodias’) 
daughter". Such parentheses are characteristic of Mark, e.g. i 2-3; ii 10, 
16, 21; vi 14-15; vii 2, 3-4, 19, 26; viii 14; xii 12a; xiii 14; xiv 36. 
Attempts by scribes to remove the parenthesis in vi 22, and to avoid the 
redundant pronoun, probably created the alternative readings. These 
alternatives, particularly the one printed as the text of UBSGNT, have 
their own problems, particularly in suggesting that the girl herself is 
called Herodias and is Herod's daughter — a detail which goes against v. 
24. 


vi 41 џрабттоїс айтої 


Metzger's Commentary shows that the committee agreed that uo «roc 
defined by abro? is more likely to have been original. This is surely cor- 
rect. But the brackets in UBSGNT? are unnecessary. They have been 
added to the text only because the committee wished to acknowledge the 
reading of the Alexandrian MSS., which by and large have the shorter 
text, i.e. without the possessive. 


17 see R.E.Brown, The Birth of the Messiah (Garden City, 1977) pp. 537-541; 
H.K.McArthur, “Son of Mary" NovT 15 (1973) pp. 38-58. 
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Again, both Marcan and NT usage should have been decisive. Hel- 
lenistic Greek made greater use of pronouns than the classical language. 
Hence, stylistically-conscious scribes tended to remove redundant pro- 
nouns (cf. афті)с at vi 22). The principle given by Metzger in the Intro- 
duction to the Commentary (II A 4 [c]) is that scribes would sometimes 
add pronouns to make a smoother text. But this is not common, particu- 
larly in respect of postpositional possessives, which are a feature of Semi- 
tic style. 

C.H.Turner!® drew our attention several years ago to the use of the 
possessive with paðnrýç, although he did not discuss the variant at Mark 
vi 41. He stated that originally Jesus' disciples would be known as his 
disciples not the disciples. Once џабутўс came always to signify Jesus’ 
disciples. scribes felt free to omit the possessive. It is significant that so 
many of the allegedly great uncials are divided in this matter; hence the 
UBSGNT apparatus includes many such variants. These can be seen at 
Matt. viii 21; xv 36; xvi 5; xvii 10; xix 10; xx 17; xxvi 20; Luke xii 22; 
хх 45; John xx 30, and all are discussed in the Commentary. At all these 
афто should be read, and in the case of Matt. viii 21; Luke xii 22; xx 
45, and John xx 30 the brackets should be removed as here at Mark vi 41. 
At Matt. xx 17 not only should айтод be included in the text but the 
brackets should be removed from иобутас̧. The expression “his twelve 
disciples” is found at Matt x 1; xi 1; “the twelve", is found only at Matt. 
x 5; xxvi 14, 47, where the number alone is appropriate in the context. 

Variants adding оўтой should also appear in the text at Mark viii 17; ix 
14°; х 10", 13", 24; xiv 16". The verses marked with an asterisk are not 
discussed by Turner. We can in fact adjust Turner's figures. He says 
that Mark writes the possessive with ис үгс at 32 out of 40 occurrences 
in the gospel. The true figure is 39 times out of 40. The only real excep- 
tion is Mark iv 34 (тоїс ióíotz иобттойс), where obviously the possessive 
would not be expected. 

All too often the MS. evidence has caused the committee to reject its 
own arguments concerning the originality of ойто in the above places. 

At other places in Mark — not discussed in the Commentary — variants 
that include the pronoun should be accepted as giving the original text, 
e.g. Mark i 40 (+ abróp); iii 33 (+ pov); vii 12 (+ офто? [bis]); viii 25 
(+ офто). This stylistic feature seems to have been acknowledged in 
UBSGNT?, where the brackets around pronouns have been removed at vi 
35 and xiv 10. 


18 Notes V (iv). 
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The excessive use of brackets in the UBSGNT text is one ої the most 
disturbing features of the edition. Since the appearance of Metzger’s 
Commentary, it has been made clear that all too often this device has been 
used to indicate division in the committee between printing a text on 
intrinsic grounds and omitting it because of its ms. support (e.g. Mark v 
42; vi 23; x 1). 

Here at Mark vi 41 the committee should have been consistent by print- 
ing иабутойс офтоб without brackets 19. 


ix 38 бс ойк àkoXovOet Huty 


The Commentary again shows us that the UBSGNT text (xoi ёкоХбоиер 
афтбу, бті ойк їүкоХоббе: Три) has been printed because of its external 
support. The longer text of A K II pler. is condemned as a conflate read- 
ing. 

The text printed in UBSGNT seems to be the result of assimilation to 
the text of the parallel in Luke ix 49. This is especially true of uncial L, 
which has peb’ йду as in Luke. The reading of D W X f!3 565 er al. (бс 
ойк фкоХоцвеї Huiv кой éxwAdoapev a’réy with minor variations) has the 
effect of transposing the second clause to bring it nearer its subject. This 
too looks like a secondary text. 

The UBSGNT text is secondary. Had it been original to Mark, there is 
no reason why scribes would have altered it. It makes the two verbs 
є оре» and 2коХбодер closely parallel, and, as such, would not demand 
alteration. If, however, the longer text were original, one can understand 
that the other major variants are attempts to omit redundant words and to 
remove the awkwardly placed relative clause. Luke often prunes Mark's 
redundant expressions. Here is an example of scribes doing the same. 

The so-called conflate text is characteristic of Mark and should be the 
deciding factor in the following places as well. At viii 26 the text of AC 
et al., reading илр2 eic Tijv корти ciaéNOnc unè єїтус тий èv TH корт, 
is likely to be original. And at ix 49 we should accept the text of A K II 
etal., тбіс yap тирі áN onerat Kai таваг Ovoia ài діміовйаєтом. The 
Commentary dismisses what appear to them to be conflate readings. 

Mark's repetitive style should also be taken into account when discuss- 
ing the variant кої ёлстии ас by М Ө f! fl? et al. at x 14 (cf. ix 34 
where the Commentary explains that ди ті) 060 is printed precisely 
because the superfluous text is characteristic of Marcan style). 


19 See further my article "Мадутіїс with a Possessive in the New Testament" 72 35 
(1979) pp. 300-304. 
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x 2 omit троосАдбитес (oi) Paptocior 


The issue here is whether to include the subject Фаргдсйог or not. 
Professor Metzger independently of the majority on the committee in a 
signed appendix to the discussion in the Commentary argues (correctly) 
for the absence of the subject. The impersonal plural verb is character- 
istic of Marcan style. Unfortunately his view did not prevail and, as so 
often, “widespread and impressive support” of certain MSS. encouraged 
the printing of the longer text. 

C.H. Turner2Ó lists many examples of the impersonal plural verb in 
Mark. These include і 21-22, 29-30, 32, 45; ii 2-3, 18; iii 1-2, 31-2; м 
14, 35; vi 14, 33, 42-3, 53-4; vii 31-2; viii 22; x 13, 49; xiv 12. The 
later gospels have often added subjects when following Mark at these 
places. Similarly scribes often added a subject to the text of Mark. This 
feature of Marcan style and of scribal activity ought to have been 
dominant here?!, “The Pharisees” seems to have been added by scribes 
from the parallel in Matt. xix 3, even though the wording in the parallel 
is not exact. The Commentary does not explain how or why the words 
троосХАдбитєс oi Фарідоїої were omitted by many scribes if they were 
original to Mark. 

Another instance in Mark of variant readings concerning the impersonal 
plural of verbs is at xv 10-11. The Commentary here explains that oi 
G&pxi£petc is likely to be original and that its omission was probably due 
to stylistically-conscious scribes who objected to the proximity of ої 
Gpxtepsic at the beginning of the next verse. But oi dpxtepetc at the 
beginning of v. 11 is secondary, having been added by scribes influenced 
by the parallel in Matt. xxvii 20 in order to provide the impersonal verb 
&véssioav with a subject. The apparatus to Mark xv 10-11 gives the 
variants for and against the noun in v. 10 but ignores the variants in v. 
11. At xv 11, Ө 565 700 read oírweg каѓ instead of oi брупереїс. 
“Оотіс̧ is not uncharacteristic of Mark when referring to a subject just 
named (e.g. iv 20; ix 1; xii 18; xv 7), and thus олус кої is likely to be 
original at v. 11. 


20 Note I 


21 That scribes altered Mark's indefinite subjects is recognized in the discussion in 
the Commentary of the variants at Mark xiv 4. 
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хі 24 Aaufáverc 


The aorist is printed with confidence by UBSGNT because the com- 
mitee argued that this tense represents the Semitic prophetic perfect. The 
variant AjpYeode is rightly dismissed as coming into Mark from the 
parallel in Matt. xxi 22, but the reading Aoggávere deserves considera- 
tion as the original text. 

Mark, as is well known, is fond of the present tense. In this verse 
alone four present tenses precede Хацбфиєте. Hawkins?? reckons that 
there are over 150 historic presents in Mark of which Matthew retains 
only twenty-one. Some of these twenty-one are doubtless due to assimila- 
tion of the text of Matthew to Mark, and a more accurate text of Matthew 
than Hawkins used would reduce this number. Just as Matthew altered 
many of Mark’s present to aorists?3, so many scribes of Mark did the 
same. The reverse is less likely to have happened. 

Another example of the double standards applying to this text occurs at 
мі 2 where дкойортес is printed with an ‘A’ rating in the UBSGNT text as 
typical of Mark’s vividness. The aorist дкобоортес in D A Ө 565 is dis- 
missed as “pedantic”. Again, the rules and principles on which this text 
is built vary depending on the MS. support. What is true at vi 2 should 
apply at xi 24 also. 


22 | .С.НамкКіпз, Horae Synopticae: Contributions to the Study of the Synoptic Prob- 
lem, 2nd ed. (Oxford, 1909) pp. 143-149. 


23 See Allen, Matthew рр. XX-XXI. 


СНАРТЕВ ЕГЕУЕМ 


THE ТЕХТ AND LANGUAGE OF THE ENDINGS ТО 
MARK’S GOSPEL 


Professor Kurt Aland has indicated that there are several major errors 
in the citation of the manuscript evidence for the longer and shorter 
endings to Mark’s Gospel in the apparatus criticus of currently available 
printed editions of the Greek New Testament!. 


1. 


As the text for these verses is so often the subject for discussion and as 
textual variants in these verses are to be taken into account below in anal- 
ysing the distinctiveness of the language and style, the full citation of the 
evidence for the verses occurring after Mark xvi 8 is presented here. 
Much of the information in the apparatus has been kindly provided for 
me by the Institut fiir neutestamentliche Textforschung in Miinster. The 
evidence is as follows. 


1) The longer ending (Mark xvi 9-20) is included in the following 
MSS.: 

ACDEHKMSUWXYTAOIIE Ф Q 047 055 0211 f13 28 33 
274 (text) 565 700 892 1009 1010 1071 1079 1195 1230 1241 1253 1344 
1365 1546 1646 2148 2174 etc. 

Lect. 60 69 70 185 547 883. 

Lat. (vt. aur с ФБОРР. ff? 1 n o q) (vg). Syr.(c р h pal) Cop.(boh fay) 
Gothic Arm. MSS Сео.В Diat. (Arabic, Italian, Codex Fuldensis and Old 
Dutch). 

Justin?, Irenaeus, Tertullian, Aphraates, Apostolic Constitutions, 
Didymus, Hippolytus, Marinus (as quoted by Eusebius), Epiphanius. 


1 K.Aland, “Bemerkungen zum Schluß des Markusevangeliums” Neotestamentica et 
Semitica. Studies in honour of Matthew Black edited by E.E.Ellis and M.Wilcox (Edin- 
burgh, 1969) pp. 157-180. Aland points out particularly errors in the editions of Merk, 
Bover, Nestle and the United Bible Society. See also K.Aland, “Der SchluB des 
Markusevangeliums” in M.Sabbe (ed.), L’ Evangile selon Marc (Leuven, 21988) рр. 435- 
70 and 573-5 (=BETL 34) 
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2) The longer ending is included in the following MSS. marked with 
asterisks, or obeli, or with a critical note added: 
{1 22 137 138 205 1110 1210 1215 1216 1217 1221 1241 (vid) 1582. 


3) The following MSS. add the shorter ending before the longer 
ending: 

L Y 083 099 (incomplete up to апитбшос) 0112 (omits парта ... PET 
52) 274 (mg) 579. 

Lect. 1602. 

Syr. (22°) Copt. (sah MSS- pop MSS.) Eth. MSS. 


4) Lat. (vt. k) reads only the shorter ending after Mark xvi 8: 
Lat. [vt. a] may also have originally contained the shorter ending only. 


5) The following MSS. of Mark end at xvi 8: 

Х B (a large space follows xvi 8) 304 (2386 and 1420 have a page miss- 
ing at this point). 

Syr. sin Cop. sa™s Arm. MSS- Eth.3 MSS. Сео.!, А, 

Eusebius, MSS. according to Eusebius, MSS. according to Jerome?. 


2. 


The other main problem concerning these endings which is often the 
subject of discussion 15 their language and style. 

A discussion is found in an article by Eta Linnemann in which it is 
claimed that Mark xvi 15-20 is original to Mark and forms part of the 
actual ending to the gospel. Linnemann maintains a) that the theology of 
these verses is consistent with the theology of canonical Mark‘, and b) 
that both Matt. xxviii 18-20 and Luke xxiv 44-53 knew of Mark xvi 15- 
20. One section of the article devoted to the linguistic and stylistic char- 
acteristics of Mark xvi 15-20 concludes: «Aus dem sprachlich-stilistischen 
Befund läßt sich kein Einwand erheben gegen die These, дай Mk. xvi 15- 
20 den ursprünglichen Schluf des Evangeliums enthàlt.»? 


? The Coptic evidence has been cited largely from P.Kahle, *The End of St. Mark's 
Gospel. The Witness of the Coptic Versions” JTS N.S. 2 (1951) рр. 49-57. 


3 Eta Linnemann, “Der wiedergefundene MarkusschluB” Zs. Theol. Кі. 66 (1969) 
pp. 255-287. 


4 Linnemann (n.3) strongly refutes V.Taylor's arguments for a late date for the 
ending found in his commentary The Gospel according to St Mark (London, 1952) pp. 610- 
614. 


5 Linnemann (n.3) p. 264. 
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Linnemann’s discussion in this section of the article is however too 
facile based as it is on a refutation of Morgenthaler’s arguments in his 
Statistik. | For instance, to disprove Marcan authorship of 9-20 
Morgenthaler argues that the number of examples of ка (especially ко 
consecutive) in the longer ending is lower than the average for canonical 
Mark whereas the total number of occurrences of óé is greater than in 
Mark. Arguments of this type based on averages and percentages can all 
too easily be questioned as in fact Linnemann does successfully. 
Similarly, Morgenthaler argues that the longer ending is non-Marcan 
because of the absence of foreign words. This too is an easy point for 
Linnemann to destroy. In choosing Morgenthaler’s evidence, Linnemann 
has selected a simple target because the evidence in the Statistik for the 
secondary nature of the longer ending is by no means exhaustive. If Lin- 
nemann had tried to argue against the full evidence it would have proved 
impossible to maintain that part of the longer ending belonged to the 
original gospel. 

Surprisingly though, a thorough discussion of the language and style is 
not readily accessible. 

Commentaries on Mark usually give detailed exegesis of the contents of 
the longer and shorter endings to the gospel, but the problems connected 
with the language and style are often dismissed with a statement such as 
Cranfield’s, “In style and vocabulary they (the verses of the longer 
ending) are obviously non-Markan”’. This is typical. Taylor, for 
instance, also sees it "unnecessary to examine in detail the almost 
universally held conclusion that xvi 9-20 is not an original part of Mk." 
because according to him this detail can be found in discussions by Hort, 
Swete and Lagrange’. But these older works do not present a full discus- 
sion of the language of the verses. Consequently, there is to my knowl- 
edge no thoroughgoing analysis of the language and style of these endings 
compared with New Testament language in general or with Mark's gospel 
in particular. Similarly, although there are numerous discussions pub- 
lished on the documentary evidence for the verses after Mark xvi 8, the 
variants in MSS. containing the longer and shorter endings are not usually 
taken into account when considering the language and style. 


6 R.Morgenthaler, Statistik des neutestamentlichen Wortschaizes (Zürich and 
Frankfurt, 1958) 8 10, Wortstatistik und Echtheitsfragen, pp. 58-60, Beispiel 1: Mk. 16, 9- 
20. 

7 C.E.B.Cranfield, The Gospel according to St.Mark (Cambrige, 1963), p. 472. 

8 Taylor p. 610. 
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3. 


The discussion below attempts to remedy these deficiencies. 


The Distinctive Features of the Longer Ending, Mark xvi 9-20. 


In these notes the name of Mark refers to the author of Mark i 1 - xvi 8 
only. 


v.9 


égavy. — This is the only occurrence in the New Testament of this 
verb with reference to the Resurrection appearances although it is used of 
Elijah re-appearing in Luke ix 8 (cf. Num. xxiii 4 LXX where it is used 
of God). According to Legg's apparatus?, the Greek uncial D avoids this 
verb and reads é$avépoozvr but this is clearly а misreading by D due pos- 
sibly to assimilation to 12 or 14 where davepéw occurs. 

тор” йс ёквеВ\№ке:. — This is likely to be the original reading and is a 
combination not found elsewhere in the Greek New Testament. Several 
MSS. read &$' 9с ёкбс Хфкес but this variant is secondary. &ró has been 
introduced to the text by assimilation to Luke viii 2 à$' ўс ёолибио éxrà 
гёсХүХбдгг although it is also possible that some scribes avoided пара 
because, like the International Critical Commentary, they too found this 
preposition “strange” 10 


v.10 


éxsivn. — éxeivoc as a pronoun is common in the Johannine writings 
(e.g. John i 8, 18, 33). It is however not characteristic of Marcan style 
although it is a feature of this ending (see vv. 11, 13, 20). кдікєїиог in 
v.11 for instance is not used of the disciples in Mark.!! 

поргувеїсо. — The verb торсбоиси found in Matt., Luke, John and 
Acts is not a Marcan word. It is however found three times in this longer 


9 S.C.E.Legg, Novum Testamentum Graece. Evangelium secundum Marcum (Oxford, 
1935), ad loc. 


10 E.P.Gould, The Gospel according іо Saint Mark (Edinburgh, 1896), ad loc. 


11 This unity of language in Mark xvi 9-20 makes it difficult to uphold Linnemann’s 
(n.3) arguments that 15-20 can be treated separately when refuting Morgenthaler’s 
linguistic points. The textual arguments brought forward by Linnemann are successfully 
dismissed in another article by K.Aland, “Der wiedergefundene Markusschlu8?^ Zs. Theol. 
Ki. 67 (1970) pp. 3-13. 
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ending, vv.10, 12, and 151, Mark does not use the simple form of this 
verb. At Mark ix 30 the variant reading representing the simple verb is 
secondary, for scribes tended to remove the prefixed prepositions of com- 
pound verbs!2, and тареторебоуто should therefore be read at Mark ix 
30. Another significant difference from Marcan usage is that Mark tends 
to reserve the compounds of хоргбсобои for the present tense, and uses 
&X0siv for the aorist. Here, however, торебсодоц appears in the aorist 
(cf. also the firm example of the aorist in v.15)!3. The v.l. ётсХодбо 
here read by K II 42 131 229 253 481 517 579 892 etc. is to be rejected 
as secondary. As we have seen, пореборог belongs to Pseudo-Mark’s 
vocabulary and it is firmly established in all MSS. at v.15. The v.l. has 
probably been introduced into the text through assimilation to 13 where 
anrayyéddw follows as here. 

TOig pet’ айтод уєрорброгс is also an unusual way of referring to the 
disciples and is not found elsewhere in the New Testament (cf.xdxeivot 
above). 

пемвоїаг. — The verb тєрд is non-Marcan. 


v.11 


&0cá0n. — Өєсбодоц is a non-Marcan verb also. It occurs again in 14 in 
the middle voice. 

diríorqoar — ómiaréc is also non-Marcan. Once more the unity of the 
language of this ending is demonstrated because the verb also occurs in 
v.16. At both 16 and here variants are found (D reads xoi ойк 
éniorevoay ойтф at 11 and 15 reads д] тєотєбоос at 16) but these are 
plainly secondary readings intended to avoid the less usual verb бтістёо. 


v.12 


HETA тото is found in Luke and John but not in Mark. 

дфарерібт. — фарербиш is not used by Mark of Jesus’ resurrection 
appearances although it occurs again in the same context in this section at 
14. The v.l. ёф read by Ө at v.12 is to be rejected. Ө is notoriously 
inaccurate when deviating in this section. See the errors of this MS. in 
reading торсибёртес in 13, айтоїс in 11 and ХаХд 001 in 17. 

ётёра. — There is no firm example of Єтерос in Mark!4. 


12 C.H. Turner, Note IX. 
13 see further G.D.Kilpatrick, "торебеовои and its Compounds" above. 


14 See J.K.Elliott, “The use ої £repoc in the New Testament" ZNW 60 (1969) pp. 
140f. 
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орф. — корфї does not occur elsewhere іп the gospels. 


v.14 


Vorepor does not occur in Mark. It is not part of his vocabulary as can 
clearly be demonstrated at Mark xii 6 which contains йохатом whereas 
the parallel in Matt. xxi 37 reads Üorepov. 

Ербеко. — This is the only reference to the eleven disciples in Mark 1 1 
- xvi 20. 

aveidioev. — This is the only example in the New Testament of 
дрвбї о used of Jesus rebuking the disciples. 

дтотіар ... каї екАпрокарбіау. — This is the only place in the New 
Testament where these faults are levelled at the disciples. 

The so-called Freer logion found after 14 in the Greek uncial W and 
part of which is found in Greek MSS. known to Jerome has no claim to 
being original either to Mark’s Gospel or to the longer ending. The 
vocabulary differs sharply from both: брос and прооћуо are hapaxes in 
the Greek New Testament; ёфбортос̧, ӧсїра, йтострбфи, Guoprávo, 
дтокаХітта) and атоХодүёоион do not occur in Mark i 1 - xvi 8 or in xvi 
9-20; 6 Xpiaróg is not the designation of Jesus by the author of the longer 
ending. 


v.15 


бтарта. — There is no firm example of the form &voc in Mark 
although it occurs as a variant in Mark i 27; viii 25; xi 32. 

ктідєг. — This is the only occurrence in the Gospels of ктїогс used in 
the sense of the sum of what is created rather than the creative act!5. 
«riots in the latter sense is found at Mark x 6; xiii 19. 


v.16 


катакрівйоєтом. — The passive forms of xaTaxpivw аге not found in 
Mark. 


v.17 


стиєїо. — The plural of onpetoy is not found in Mark in the sense of 
miracles or wonders regarded as a sign of the divine act although it is fre- 


15 This is the interpretation of A.Plummer, The Gospel according to St. Mark (Cam- 
bridge, 1914), ad loc. 
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quently plural in John with this meaning (e.g. John ii 11, 23; iii 2; vi 2, 
14). See also the same usage in v.20. 

The separation of табта and onpeta is not characteristic of normal 
New Testament word order. Similarly, the use of тото with anarthrous 
onucia differs from the usual usage in the gospels although N.Turner 
points to examples of the omission of the article after obrog in Acts i 5; 
xxiv 2116, Of this example he says тобто here may be construed as the 
object of the participle as in fact certain scribes (СЗ Byz W 565 etc.) pos- 
sibly indicate by placing roro next to тоїс підтЕЙСО СИР. 

тороко\оубог. — парокоћоудёо in the sense "to result" differs from 
the meaning in the rest of the New Testament (e.g.Luke i 3; 1 Tim. iv 6; 
2 Tim. ій 10). This reading is however to be preferred to d&xodovOjoet 
read by C* L Y 892 and others) because бкоХд0ёо) occurs as a compound 
verb in 20. The variant reading the simple verb is explicable on stylistic 
grounds. It can be demonstrated in many other places in the apparatus to 
the Greek New Testament that scribes tended to avoid compound forms. 


у. 18 


Sets. — бфіс does not occur in Mark. 

кёр in the sense “and if" is not found in canonical Mark. At Mark у 
28; vi 56 it is merely an intensification of simple «oí (in the sense 
“even”, “at least"). 

боудошор. — вардаціос occurs only here in the whole of Biblical 
Greek, although it is found in the apocryphal Acts of John. Biblical Greek 
prefers the poetic даротуфброс̧ (which occurs five times in the LXX and 
in James iii 8). 

BXáym. — BXáTo 15 not found in Mark. 

EnOjoovowv. — This is the only occurrence of дпитівти ёті + Accusa- 
tive, in Mark. In Mark v 23 the verb is followed by the dative direct, 
despite the parallel in Matt. ix 18 which reads ¿ré + Accusative (but cf. 
Mark viii 25). 

каХбс оролу. — This classical phrase is not found elsewhere in the 
New Testament. 


16 N.Turner, A Grammar of New Testament Greek by J.H.Moulton, 3. Syntax (Edin- 
burgh, 1963) p. 259. 
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v.19 


pév оди. — This combination is not found in Mark. обу itself is rare in 
Mark there being only two firm examples according to C.H.Turner!?. 

6 ... Кбріос as a Christological title is not found in Markl? although it 
occurs again in 20. The vv.ll. adding either 'Igoobc alone after Кбргос (in 
C* LKA fam.l, 565 etc.) ог 4 воёс Xptords after Кбрюс (in W 
Lat.[vt.o] Copt [boh.Mss]) are secondary. The expansion of divine titles 
is a characteristic of scribal activity!9. 

аусХ ифОу.,- &vaħaußávw is not found in Mark. The verb is used 
of the ascension only in Acts i 2, 11, 22; 1 Tim. iii 2. Elsewhere in the 
New Testament this meaning is conveyed by ётер0 ион (Acts і 9), 
драма (John vi 62; xx 17), торгиод уоц siç ойрарби (1 Pet. iii 22), or 
óLENQAvOÉvat Toüc ойраробс (Heb. iv 14). 


v.20 


éxipvéav тартаход. — This expression is not found elsewhere in the 
gospels. 

той Kupiov ovvepyyobvrog ... onpeiwy. — The extended genitive 
absolute found here is a rare New Testament usage. ovvepyéw is not 
found elsewhere in the gospels and is found nowhere else in the New 
Testament with Jesus as subject (if ó Ocóc is read at Rom. viii 28). It is a 
Pauline word. So too are Beßarów and ётокоХоидёо) neither of which is 
found elsewhere in the gospels20. 


The Distinctive Features of the Shorter Ending, after Mark xvi 8. 


In this section the following words do not occur in canonical Mark: 
суртбшос̧, &EoryyéNNo, awrnpía, &varorý?!, брх: (or uéxp:, if the read- 
ing of Y is accepted as original), and &фбортос (which occurs in the 
Freer logion). 


17 C. H.Turner, Note VII (4) ii. 


18 расе Linnemann (n.3), p. 281, who wishes to take Mark xi 3 as a parallel to the 
usage of 6 Kópioc here. Mark xi 3 however is clearly not an example of Kópioc as a 
Christological title. This interpretation is enforced if xpeíar Ёхо at хі 3 is used absolutely 
as at Mark ii 25 and if ойто? is seen as а postpositional possessive, i.e. “its master has 
need". 

19 J.K.Elliott, The Greek Text of the Epistles to Timothy and Titus, = Studies and 
Documents 36 (Salt Lake City, 1968), especially pp. 204f. 


20 It will be seen from the above that the statement in The International Critical 
Commentary (n.10) p.303, that in the longer ending 19 words and 2 phrases are not found 
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The following phrases are peculiar to this ending: 
ої пері Tov Петро», é£ormooTéANo TÒ кйруура, ў novio owrypia. 


óóci; is a New Testament hapax. The perfect participle ої 
тарауубаХо is found nowhere else in the New Testament. The adjective 
ієрбе is found elsewhere only at 2 Tim. iii 15. perà тото is not found 
in canonical Mark although it occurs at xvi 12 (see above). 


Additional Note 


Further studies of the endings to Mark include J.Hug, La Finale de 
Р Ёуапейе de Mare (Paris, 1978); W.R.Farmer, The Last Twelve Verses 


of Mark (Cambridge, 1974) and cf. review by J.N.Birdsall JTS 26 (1975) 
pp. 150-60. 


in canonical Mark represents an undercount. Morgenthaler’s figure (n.6), p.59, that 16 of 
the 92 different words in the longer ending are not found in canonical Mark is also Юм. 


21 Note that братоћў occurs in the plural at Matt. xxiv 27; Luke xiii 29 where бидиї) 
is also plural. The v.l. аватоХОР here in 274 mg. is plainly secondary as the singular 
parallels the singular бйовос. 


N.Turner 


CHAPTER TWELVE 


THE STYLE OF MARK 


§ 1. Literary Sources In Mark 


Although scholars of various schools have sought to detect literary 
sources in Mark and to distinguish them by means of linguistic tests, the 
attempt has never succeeded because the various stylistic features cut right 
across the boundaries of any literary divisions that have yet been sug- 
gested. In consequence it seems that although there may have been 
literary sources to begin with a final redactor has so obliterated all traces 
of them that Mark is in the main a literary unity from the beginning to xvi 
8, as the foregoing analyistic features will show. 

We must except both the Longer and Shorter endings (xvi 9-20) which are 
full of non-Marcan words and phrases: e.g. he appeared (ephane) 9, First 


day of the week 9 (i.e. the normal Greek prote instead of Semitic mia as іп 
xvi 2), after this (meta tauta) 10 and so on. Cf. V.Taylor, Mark 610-615. 


§ 2. Aramaic Influence on the Style of Mark 


On the one hand, it is felt that Mark's style is unpretentious, verging 
on the vernacular; on the other, that it is rich in Aramaisms. The latter 
are so much in evidence that early in this century scholars were convinced 
that Aramaic sources had been translated. Torrey followed them, adduc- 
ing mistranslations to support the hypothesis (C. C. Torrey, The Four 
Gospels, Oxford 1922; Our Translated Gospels, London 1933). To 
Burney the Aramaic flavour of Mark was not so strong as that of the 
Fourth Gospel, and he found no mistranslation in Mark (C.F.Burney, 7he 
Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel, Oxford 1922, 19). Rawlinson 
thought that the Paralytic narrative might be a translation (ii 1-12), but 
anything further was “highly improbable."  (A.E.J. Rawlinson, The 
Gospel according to St. Mark, London 1925, xxxiii.) Howard concurred 
with Lagrange that the Greek was translation Greek but he left open the 
question whether the evangelist translated or whether he was subsequently 
translated; he inclined to the view that Mark was here and there translat- 
ing an Aramaic catechetical system of instruction (Grammar II 481). 
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Since Papias indicates that Mark was a catechist, it is conceivable that the 
Gospel was based on Aramaic catechetical teaching given by the 
evangelist to Palestinian converts. 


Sentence Construction. 
Asyndeton. 


This is probably where Aramaic influence is strongest in the style of 
Mark (Taylor, Mark 49f, 58; Black 3 55-61). The same is true of the 
Fourth Gospel. C.H. Turner found 38 examples of asyndeta in Mark, 
and although many of these may not be abnormal in Greek the number is 
significant: Note VII (3); Lagrange adds others: M.-J.Lagrange, Evangile 
selon Saint Marc, 5th ed. Paris 1929, Ixxf). 


Active impersonal plural. 


This Marcan mannerism may well evince an Aramaic way of expressing 
a substitute for the rare passive voice. Thus, Does the lamp come? for Is 
the lamp brought? due to misunderstanding the Aphel or Ittaphel of ’? 
(bring). 

Mark iv 21; B-text; vi 14; мії 19; ix 43; x 13; xiii 26; xv 27. It is not 
exclusively Marcan: Matthew v 15 (Matthew’s Q); ix 2 (from Mark); xvii 27 
(M); Luke iv 41 (add. to Mark); viii 2 (L); xii 20 (L). Cf. C.H.Turner, Note 
1; M.Wilcox, me Semitisms of Acts, Oxford 1965, 127ff; Grammar П 447f; 


III 292f; Black? 126-128; Taylor, Mark 47f, 62; L. Rydbeck, Fachprosa, 
Uppsala 1967, 39-42. 


Similar is the impersonal plural with vague subject, e.g. they were 
astonished for people were astonished (which is strictly a Semitism, for it 
reflects a Hebrew idiom in the LXX, as well as Aramaic). 


Mark i 22,30,32,45; ii 3,18; iii 2,21,32; v 14,35; vi 33,43,54; vii 32; viii 
22; x 2,49; xiii 9,11; xiv 12; xv 14. 


Another kind of impersonal plural seems to reflect the eye-witness 
account of a group of disciples, as C.H.Turner suggested (Note V (i)). 
Others find difficulty in accepting the suggestion, e.g. V.Taylor, Mark 
47f; Black? 127. To Black, such a plural seems to be "characteristic of 
simple Semitic narrative." 

Mark i 21 (they went into Capernaum) 296; у 1,38; viii 22; ix 14f,30,33; x 


32,46; xi 1,11 v.1.,12,15,19,21,27; xiv 18,22,26f,32. However, this plural 
is quite characteristic of Semitic speech. 
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Use of Participle for a main verb. 


Rare in the papyri, it is characteristic of Aramaic and it occurs in the 
Western text of Mark: i 13; iii 6; vii 25; ix 26; (also Matthew ii 41D). 
Grammar 1 224, D.Daube in E.G.Selwyn, 1 Peter), (London, 1947) 
471 ff; Lagrange, Marc xc. 


Proleptic Pronoun. 


Black classes as a genuine Aramaism the proleptic pronoun followed by 
a resumptive noun (e.g. he, Herod, had sent). However, the construction 
is wider than Mark, and need not indicate the translation of a document 
unless the non-Marcan instances do too. 


It occurs particularly in the D-text: Mark vi 17,18D; v 15D; Matthew iii 4; 
xii 45D; Luke i 36; iv 43D; x 7; xxiv 10D; Acts iii 2D; vi 7D; vii 52D; xi 
27NB. (Black? 96-100; Grammar I] 431; Taylor, Mark 59f; C.F. Burney, 
The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel (Oxford, 1922) 85ff). However, 
in Mark vi 22 where AC read adrijg тўс "Нребійбос, the Old Latin texts 
understand abrij¢ (ipsius), i.e. of Herodias herself. 


Conjunctions. 


In Aramaic the conjunction 71148 (but) has both exceptive and adversa- 
tive force, which may explain how the Greek айа and ean mé can appear 
together in iv 22, and it may account for the textual variants in ix 8. 
Greek alla, in x 40, may have been chosen for its similarity to Aramaic 
"Ша in form and sound, instead of the more appropriate ean те. Thus 
the sense should clearly be: To sit ... is not mine to give (to anyone) 
unless it has been prepared for him .... The Biblical Greek confusion of 
ei mé and alla is further seen in xiii 32 — Matthew xxiv 36, as also in 
Paul. 

We must dismiss Burney's suggestion that Aramaic translation or 
influence accounts for the peculiar use of Greek hina те as meaning lest 
five times in Mark, instead of the more normal mépote. His grounds are 
that Aramaic has a similar composite term of two words /*má di (Dan ii 
18; vi 9, 18) where Hebrew has the single word pen. However, the sug- 
gestion of direct translation is weak when it is considered that on many 
occasions Paul wrote hina mé when lest was meant (e.g. I Cor i 10, 15, 
17); he was not translating but his Greek may well have been Semitic in 
style. The Testament of Abraham is not likely to have an Aramaic 
original, yet recension A Ixxxvii 7 has hina mé where recension B cix 23 
has mépote. Cf. Grammar I 241, and the additional note in J.H.Moulton, 
Einleitung in die Sprache des Neuen Testaments, Heidelberg 1911, 269 n. 
1; Grammar П 468. 
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Other Syntax. 


Howard has reminded us of pros = with, reminiscent of Aramaic 
l¢wath, though similar to the classical usage (Grammar II 467): Mark vi 
3; ix 19; xiv 49. One must reject this as evidence for translation, unless 
one makes the claim also for Paul, where it occurs more than a dozen 
times. It may well be an Aramaic element in this type of Greek, 
however. 


Black quotes a Targum to illustrate a construction parallel with Katenaniiii in 
Mark vi 41D; cf. also хі 2; xii 41; xiii 3 (Grammar II 465; Black? 116f). 

The use of Greek hen as multiplicative or distributive in the D-text ог, Mark 
iv 8 recalls the same use of Aramaic hadh (e.g. Dan ш 19); cf. Black? 124; 
Taylor, Mark 60, and in loc. iv 8. 

A Marcan and Pauline mannerism is adverbial polla (Mark i 45; ій 12; у 
10, 23, 38, 43; vi 20; ix 26; xv 3), the frequency of which induced Howard 
to concede as Aramaic, a parallel to saggt (=many, greatly); cf. Grammar 
П 446; Lagrange, Marc xcviii. However, the adverbial accusative of extent 
is quite normal in Greek. If this were direct translation from an Aramaic 
source, why not also Paul and James? (Rom xvi 6,12; I Cor xvi 12,19; 
James iii 2). Another adverbial expression is loipon (esp. xiv 41) with 
weakened meaning, which Torrey suggested was an over-literal rendering of 
тікке an (= from now), which itself was weakened in Aramaic to little 
more than presently, now (C.C. Torrey, The Four Gospels, 303); it is found 
in Test. Abr., which is probably innocent of Aramaic sources (Ixxxiv 27; xcii 
19,21; схі 12; схій 16). 


Vocabulary. 


A.J.Wensinck's unpublished work (Black? 302) pointed out the 
unattested Greek use of poiein in Mark iv 32, instancing the Onkelos 
Targum of Gen xlix 15, 21. Further, as Black suggests, Greek oros in iii 
13 may correspond to Aramaic tura, with its double meaning of mountain 
and open country (Black? 133, 299). He further suggests that the name 
pisttqá (Palestinian Talmud) was “simply transliterated, and then taken 
into the sentence as an adjective" xiv 3 (Black? 223-225), but it may in 
fact be a loan-word, naturalized in Greek, and not a translation. 


In ii 21 the sense required of pleroma is patch, and Black's suggestion of a 
Syriac word which has the double meaning of patch and fill (mêla) is inter- 
esting; perhaps it may be granted that here, as elsewhere, Semitic usage has 
enriched the vocabulary of Biblical Greek. This may be said of the next 
suggestion too. Black notes that the Greek verb hupagein in the sense to die 
(Mark xiv 21 and John) has no Greek or LXX parallel, but there was the 
Aramaic parallel 'zl; however, the Hebrew hik might also have sufficed. In 
Mark xiv 41 Black rejects Torrey's theory of mistranslation and substitutes 
his own, based on the reading of the D-text: confusion of r and d means that 
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the D-text is a mistranslation of, “the end and the hour are pressing” (Black? 
225f). 


Mistranslation of Aramaic а" has frequently been adduced, for d° has а 
wide variety of usages, and sometimes an obscurity is cleared on the 
theory of mistranslation of this ubiquitous particle (C.F.Burney, 7he 
Poetry of Our Lord, Oxford 1925, 145n; Aramaic Origin 70; Grammar ll 
434-437; Black? 71-81; Taylor, Mark 58f). T.W.Manson's explanation 
of the difficult iv 12 (so that they may see but not perceive ... ) is well 
known, based on confusion of who and in order that, both d* (The 
Teaching of Jesus, Cambridge 1936, 76-80). 


In Mark iv 22 it has been suggested, not wholly convincingly, that for there 
is nothing hid except with the purpose of being revealed should read, for 
there is nothing hid which will not be revealed; it is claimed that Mark or 
one of his sources has failed to note that d° might be relative in this context 
(Burney, Aramaic Origin 76). For the same reason the hos of the D-text in 
ix 38 may preserve the true sense of 49, and in iv 41 we ought to understand 
a relative (Old Lat. cui): whom even the wind and sea obey (Moulton, Ein- 
leitung 332; Grammar П 436; Black? 71). Black has accepted Torrey’s sug- 
gestion that £i in Peter's words xiv 68 is a mistranslation of the relative pro- 
noun and we should read: “I am neither a companion of, nor do I know at 
all, him of whom (4) you speak” (Torrey, Four Gospels 303, Manson, 
Teaching 16f; Black? 79f). Three mistranslations suggested by Wellhausen 
are of great interest: 1. Son of Man for Aramaic man, 2. uncovered the roof 
ii 4 for brought him to the roof, 3. the improbable to Bethsaida vi 45 should 
be through Sidon (W.C.Allen, The Gospel according to St Mark, London 
1915, in loc.). 


There is considerable evidence favouring influence of an exclusively 
Aramaic kind upon the style of Mark, but the case for the translation of 
documents is somewhat weakened by the fact that here in the same Gospel 
are instances of both exclusive Aramaisms and exclusive Hebraisms exist- 
ing side by side. This occurs even within a single verse, e.g. iv 41 where 
there is the influence of the Hebrew infinitive absolute together with a 
misunderstanding of Aramaic а? by the use of бт. for ф. Therefore unless 
we can suppose that the sources were composite, parts in Aramaic, parts 
in Hebrew, the source-hypothesis fails to account for all the Semitic fea- 
tures of style. 


§ 3. Hebraic Influence on the Style of Mark 


The style is not free from Hebraism, in spite of Howard (Grammar II 
446), although the exclusively Hebraic influence is less than that which is 
common to Hebrew and Aramaic. 
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Syntax. 


When partitive expressions are used as nominal phrases, without either 
definite or indefinite article, as subject or object of a verb, then the style 
ceases to be characteristic of normal Greek. It is rare in the non-Biblical 
language and seems to have originated with the LXX (Gen xxvii 28; II 
Sam xi 17; 1 Macc vi 48 A, etc.) 


As object of a verb: Mark vi 43 (they took up ... some of the fishes); ix 
37W; xii 2 (receive some fruit); xiv 23 (they all drank some of it). Grammar 
I 72,102,245; П 433; Ш 7,208f; Grammatical Insights 576, H.B.Swete, The 
Gospel according to St Mark3, London 1909, E. Lohmeyer, Das 
Evangelium des Markus, Gottingen 1937, 147n. 


The auxiliary use of the verb add may reflect Aramaic influence. Cf. 
G.B.Winer - W.F.Moulton, A Treatise on the Grammar of New Testa- 
ment Greek’, Edinburgh 1877, 587-590; Grammar І 233; II 445; ПІ 227; 
H.St.J.Thackeray, A Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek according 
to the Septuagint, I, Cambridge 1909, 526 Allen, Mark 169; Taylor, 
Mark 61. However, its common occurrence in the LXX (109 times) 
argues for its being an idiom of Biblical Greek (Hebrew ysp): Mark xiv 
25 D (the same construction of the idiom as is found in the LXX). 

The addition of a cognate noun or participle to the main verb, which is 
very rare in Aramaic, is more likely to be Hebraism such as is found in 
the LXX, through the influence of the infinitive absolute. 


Mark iv 12 (seeing see and hearing hear), 41 (fear with fear); у 42 (amazed 
with amazement). Also Matthew Luke John James 1 Pet Rev LXX e.g. Gen 
ii 16f; Jonah i 10; 1 Macc x 8 (108 times). Cf. below pp. 47f; Thackeray, 
Grammar 48f; G.Dalman, The Words of Jesus, E. T. Edinburgh 1902, 346, 
Grammar ЇЇ 443-445; Taylor, Mark 61. 


Sometimes the aorist indicative is found in a context which is unusual 
for Greek but which is explained by the influence of Hebrew Stative per- 
fect in the LXX, e.g. rsh in Isa xlii 1, haphés b* in Іза Ixii 4B. 


Mark i 8 J baptize (Mt corrects to pres. tense), 11 7 am well pleased, also in 
Mt Ac. Cf. W.C.Allen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the 
Gospel according 42 St Matthew, ICC Edinburgh 1907, 29; Grammar 1 1346; 
II 458; Ш 72; Black? 128-130; Taylor, Mark 64. 


The articular infinitive, very common in the LXX, characteristic of 
Luke, but rare in the secular papyri, is clearly influenced by the Hebrew 
b* with infinitive, and is a fairly clear instance of the influence of the 
LXX upon the Greek of the NT. 


It occurs in Mark with four cases: 1. Nom. ix 10; x 40; xii 33. 2. Acc. i 
14; iv 5,6; м 4; xiii 22; xiv 28,55B. 3. Gen. iv 3 у./ 4. Dat. iv 4; vi 48B. 
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As during it occurs (but rarely) in Thucydides. Grammar 114, 215, 249; 0 
448, 4505 Ш 140-142; L. Radermacher, Neutestamentliche Grammatik 
(Tübingen* 1925) 189. 


The prolepsis of the subject of a subordinate clause is widespread 
throughout the NT (Mark, Matthew, Luke-Acts, John, Paul, Revelation), 
and although it has a few parallels outside Biblical Greek it is clearly a 
Hebrew idiom, e.g. “God saw the light, that it was good" Gen i 4. 


Mark i 24 (I know thee who thou art), vii 2 (seeing some of the disciples, 
that they ate), xi 32 (all considered John, that he was a prophet), xii 34 
(seeing him that he had answered). 


Certain Hebrew words are literally rendered. The word nephesh has a 
reflexive function, in Greek replacing the normal pronoun with psuche. 
It is *a pure Semitism" (Black? 102) in Mark viii 36, which Luke alters 
to more normal Greek. The Hebrew word liphné, literally rendered in 
the LXX of Amos ix 4 etc., becomes the Biblical Greek pro prosópou 
Mark i 2. The Hebrew фауудтіт Пайет (in those days), a very common 
LXX phrase, is literally rendered in Mark i 9, and the Hebrew Ї от 
(for ever) becomes logically siç tov œiðva iii 29, since ‘6lam (age) has 
become identical in meaning with oiov. 

Much has been written on the phrase believe in the Gospel i 15, but in 
view of the massive Semitic complexion of Mark's language it would 
seem less appropriate to quote classical and vernacular precedents than to 
suspect the Hebrew phrase he'*mín Б? (to trust in) as the real inspiration. 
Neither verb nor noun with em are anything but rare outside Biblical 
Greek, but the noun with en is frequent in Paul. However, it does appear 
from Pauline usage that to trust in involves the prepositions eis and epi, 
and so en may carry quite a different sense in the primitive Church's 
terminology, especially as the important formulae, em Kurio and en 
Christo, have a theological implication of their own, and so en may be 
taken in sense very closely with Christ and Gospel. 


Grammar III 2626; A.Deissmann, Die NT Formel “in Christo Jesu", Mar- 
burg 1892; A.Oepke, in TWNT II 534-539; M.Zerwick, Graecitas Biblica 3 
Rome 1955, § 88; N.Turner, "The Preposition en in the New Testament," 
Bible Translator 10 (1959) 262ff. 

A difficult phrase for translation is ті ёрої Kai ooi (= Heb. mah-li walak): 
Mark i 24; у 7; Matthew уш 29; Luke мій 28; John ii 4. 

The nominative case indicating time is a Hebraism borrowed by Mark and 
Luke from ће LXX (Joshua i 11 A; Eccl ii 16 emended in A Ха) Mark viii 
2. 
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Word-Order. 
I. Position of attributive genitive. 


Mark’s style is conspicuously different from the Ptolemaic Papyri and 
closer to the LXX, following the order: article — noun — article — geni- 
tive (54 times). He never has the position which is common in non- 
Biblical Greek: article — article — genitive — noun (Grammar III 217). 
Further influence of the Hebrew construct state appears, when the noun in 
the genitive case follows immediately upon its governing noun, in con- 
trast with the tendency of literary style which is to precede (Grammar III 
349). 


The table will help us to appreciate how the matter stands relatively to Bib- 
lical and secular Greek. The number of examples are given for some repre- 
sentative material, and it will be seen that there is a considerable difference 
between even the more “stylish” parts of the NT and a selection of non- 
Biblical Greek. 


Genitive before noun Genitive after noun 
Mark i-v none 50 
Matthew 1-у 118 46 
Acts (We sections) xvi 12 xxi 14 xxvii 23,34,42 28 
XXviii 3,17 
James 3 50 
Thucyd. I 89-93 9 7 
Philostratus 7 7 


Vit.Ap. сс. 1-5 


2. Co-ordinating particles. 


The abundance of kai and de in Mark reflects Hebrew rather than 
Aramaic use. Moreover, because waw must occupy first place in the 
sentence, Mark prefers kai to the second place conjunctions gar, ge, de, 
men, oun, te, and Mark has a kai: de proportion of 5:1 (Grammar III 
332). Mark shares this characteristic with the vernacular too, but this is 
not to deny that the tendency is Hebraic. 


3. Position of the verb in nominal sentences. 


Following Hebrew, the copula is almost always in the first-position 
after the connecting conjunction; the subject immediately follows, and 
after that the predicate, as in the normal unemphatic and non-interrogative 
nominal sentence of Hebrew prose. 


Exceptions: copula not in first-position v 5; vii 15; xiii 25; xiv 49. Subject 
not immediately following vii 15; x 32; xiii 25. Where the copula is very 
closely taken with a ptc, we may be able to distinguish a periphrastic tense 
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from the predicate ptc. e.g. v 5; x 32. Other exceptions are: the placing of 
a pronoun, etc. first in the sentence for emphasis, where (as in Hebrew) it 
avoids becoming “a mere appendage to a subject which consists of several 
words” (e.g. II Kings ii 19 “good is the word of Yahweh which you have 
spoken”); E. Kautzsch, Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, 2nd English ed. by A. 
E. Cowley, Oxford 1910, § 141n. Also exceptions to the primary position 
of the verb are iv 38; xiii 25; xv 23, but they are not exceptions to the 
Hebrew order in nominal sentences without the copula (subject-predicate). 
Nor is xiv 49 an exception, because daily represents the adverbial phrase 
which may stand at the beginning of a Hebrew nominal sentence (e.g. 
Genesis iv 7). 


4. Position of the verb in verbal sentences. 


Contrary to the usual way in non-Biblical Greek, the NT verb tends 
towards the beginning of the sentence. For instance, the verb in 
Herodotus has mainly the middle position, according to Kieckers (ini- 
tial/middle/final: 47/167/71). It is a matter of tendency only. In good 
prose of the fifth and fourth centuries, the subject tends to precede its 
verb (K.J.Dover, Greek Word Order (Cambridge, 1966) ch. III), but clas- 
sical authors vary so much that no principle appears to lie behind their 
choice of word-order; it is rather a matter of emphasis in each particular 
context. So it is, to some extent, in Biblical Greek; however, here there 
is definite influence from the normal Hebrew pattern of verbal sentences: 
verb — subject — object (Grammar ПІ 347f). The Biblical Greek verb is 
followed by personal pronoun, subject, object, supplementary participle 
— often in that order, which owes everything to Hebrew and nothing to 
Aramaic, where the verb tends to end the clause, viz. subject — object — 
verb. Normally in Hebrew the subject immediately follows the verb 
unless a pronominal object is involved, for that will be inseparable from 
the verb and will precede the subject. 


On our view that Mark’s style is largely Hebraic, therefore, a radical 
change is probably involved in the rendering of Mark ii 15f, which will have 
to be: “For they were many. There followed him also some scribes of the 
Pharisees. They noticed him eating ...” The only translation, to our knowl- 
edge, which takes this point is the British and Foreign Bible Society’s Mark. 
A Greek-English Diglot for the Use of Translators, London 1958, 6. 


Also preceding the subject will be a prepositional phrase which 
includes a pronominal suffix, for that too goes closely with the verb. 
However, a prepositional phrase which includes a noun will follow the 
subject, which makes probable the translation of Mark vi 26 as: “he was 
grieved because of his oaths and guests” (Diglot 15; Grammar III 350). 
A relative phrase immediately with ’*sher, and a genitive of quality, occur 
after the noun they qualify; so in Biblical and translation Greek, a 
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prepositional phrase immediately follows the noun which it qualifies, 
usually with repetition of the definite article; i.e. it does not occur 
between article and noun as in secular Greek, and even in the free Greek 
books of the LXX to some extent (M.Johannessohn, Der Gebrauch der 
Prüpositionen іп der LXX, Berlin 1926, 362ff). 


9 4. Semitic Influence on the Style of Mark 


By *Semitic" we understand those features of syntax which may be 
either Hebrew or Aramaic; it is not always possible to decide which is the 
more likely when they are common to both Semitic languages. 


Parataxis. 


Except in v 4, 25, 27, Mark rather studiously avoids subordinate 
clauses, in the way of vernacular Greek. The tendency would be Hebraic 
and Aramaic too; indeed, kai is so commonly used in the LXX to render 
the Hebrew subordinating waw that Mark's kai may probably be said to 
have a subordinating function too. 


E.g. iv 27 “while he rises night and day, the seed sprouts,” viii 34 "if he 
will take up his cross, let him follow me," xv 25 "when it was the third 
hour, they crucified him." Perhaps add i 6,11; iv 38; v 21; vii 30; vi 45D. 
A.B.Davidson, Hebrew Syntax 3, Edinburgh 1901, 5 141; S.R.Driver, A 
Treatise on the Use of the Tenses in Hebrew’, London 1892, § 166ff; E. 
Kautzsch, $8 116,0, 142,e; Grammar 1423: Black? 66f. 


Redundancy. 


Mark’s style tends to be diffuse (cf. Lagrange, Marc lxxii-Ixxv; Gram- 
mar II 419f; Taylor, Mark 50-52). It tends to repeat apparent synonyms, 
as also do some other NT authors to a less extent: e.g. the house's 
householder (Luke xxi 11), straightway immediately (Acts xiv 10D), 
again a second time (Acts x 15), return again (Acts xviii 21; Gal i 17; iv 
9), again the second (John iv 54), then after this (John xi 7 у..). This, it 
has been suggested, is an Aramaic mannerism, but it belongs to Hebrew 
too, corresponding to the parallelism of Semitic speech. 


Here are some examples of Mark's redundancy: i 28 everywhere, in all the 
district, 32 when evening was come, when the sun was set, 35 early morn- 
ing, very early; ii 25, he had need, and was hungry; iv 2 he taught, and said 
in his teaching, 39 be quiet, be muzzled; v 15 the possessed man, the man 
who had the legion, 19 to your home, to your family, 39 why ... distressed, 
why ... weeping?; vi 4 family, relatives, home, 25 immediately, with haste; 
vii 21 from within, from the heart, 33 away from the crowd, on his own; viii 
17 know, or understand; ix 2 privately, alone; xii 44 all that she had, all her 
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livelihood; xiii 19 the creation, which God created, 20 the predestined, 
whom he predestinated; xiv 1 the Passover, and Unleavened Bread, 18 at a 
meal, and eating, 30 to-day, to-night, 61 he was silent, and answered 
nothing; xv 26 the superscription, which was superscribed. 


The Pleonastic Auxiliary. 


Mark is fond of the redundant auxiliary began to; it occurs 26 times, 
and a further three times in D, easily seen in the concordance, and evenly 
distributed throughout the Gospel. Matthew reduces these instances to 
six; Luke to two; yet Luke adds 25 others, and it is a Lukan stylistic fea- 
ture, since 13 are in Proto-Luke. Since Aramaic used shárf as an 
auxiliary verb the idiom has been claimed as a pure Aramaism for the 
Gospels, and yet the matter cannot be decisive since we have the Hebrew 
yl hiph. and the late Hebrew thl hiph. as well as the Latin incipere. The 
verb is relatively frequent in the Testament of Abraham, rec. A (Ixxxii 
19; Ixxxiii 34; cx 25), on each occasion as pleonastic as in the Gospels, 
without any trace of direct Aramaic influence, but rather of Hebrew. 


Black? 1255, J.H. Hunkin, JTS 25 (1926) 390-402; 28 (1929) 352f, Allen, 
Mark 496, Grammar І 14f; II 455f; Taylor, Mark 48, 63f; Lagrange, Marc 
ХСШ. C.H.Turner Note VIII (ii). 


The Historic Present. 


Mark has 151 examples, although there are 151 also in John; and 52 of 
Mark's concern verbs of speaking. Thackeray suggested that, except with 
verbs of speaking, Mark indicates thereby a new scene and fresh charac- 
ters (The Septuagint and Jewish Worship, Oxford 1923, 21). The tense is 
characteristic of vivid narrative in most languages; it may owe something 
to Aramaic influence in Mark, but it should be noted to the contrary that 
the historic present occurs some 330 times in the LXX, and thus Hebrew 
influence is very apparent. As well as Semitic influence, there may have 
been something theological behind the large use of this tense in Mark. 
T.A.Burkill reviews with approval Trocmé's view that from Mark's post- 
resurrection theological viewpoint the past record of Jesus' doings are 
*construed in terms of the present," and the acts and words of the 
Crucified One are now being said and done by the living and risen Christ 
(New Light on the Earliest Gospel, Ithaca, N.Y., 1972, 1850). 


Periphrastic Tenses. Though these proliferate in Mark, they were not 
favoured in vernacular Greek (cf. Moulton-Milligan 184f), nor by sub- 
sequent copiers and correctors of the NT text, for there are variant readings 
at Mark i 39; ii 4; iii 1; v 11,40; ix 4; xiii 25; xiv 4; ху 26. They were, 
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however, characteristic of Aramaic and of Hebrew, as witness the LXX. In 
Biblical Greek they abound more than anywhere else. 

Periphrastic imperfect: i 6,13,22,39 ACDW; ii 4,6,18; ш 1; iv 38; у 
5,11,40; ix 4; x 22,32(bis); xiv 4,40,49,54; xv 40,43. Present: v 41; vii 15; 
xv 22,34. Perfect ог Plupf.: i 6,33; vi 52; xiv 21D; ху 7,26,46. Future: xiii 
13,25. M.-J.Lagrange, Evangile selon Saint Matthieu 8, Paris 1948, xci; J. 
de Zwaan, “The Use of the Septuagint in Acts,” The Beginnings of 
Christianity, ed. F.J.Foakes Jackson, K.Lake, London 1922, II 62: 
P.Chantraine, Histoire du Parfait Grec, Paris 1907, ch. IX. 


The Article. 


1. Aramaic nash and Hebrew ‘ish are rendered literally in Mark as 
indefinite article i 23; vii 11 etc. (cf. concordance under anthrépos). 2. 
The use of the definite article displays some inconsistency in Mark. 
Black, following Wensinck, considers that the anomalous practice of all 
the evangelists may have been influenced by the disappearance of the for- 
mal distinction between definite and indefinite nouns in Aramaic, and 
makes the credible suggestion that Aramaic influence led to some confu- 
sion in the normal speech of Greek-speaking Jews. It can further be seen 
in Paul. Black? 93. 


Pronouns. 


1. The incidence of a resumptive personal pronoun, used after a rela- 
tive, is too widespread in the Gospels to be explained as vernacular Greek 
without Semitic influence. It is due either to the а? construction of 
Aramaic or, just as likely, to '5sher ... lô in Hebrew. 


Mark i 7; vii 25 share the idiom with Biblical Greek in general, e.g. LXX 
Gen xxviii 13; Matthew iii 12; x 11D; xviii 20D; Luke viii 12D; xii 43D; 
John i 27,33; ix 36?; xiii 26; xviii 9; Rev iii 8; vii 2,9; xii 6,14; xiii 8,12; 
xvi 19; xvii 9; xx 8. 

2. The construction which allows an expression in casus pendens to be 
followed by a resumptive personal pronoun is to some extent secular but, 
alongside all the other evidence for Semitisms, it is more probable that a 
Semitic idiom lies behind the Greek of Mark and John. While it is pos- 
sible in Aramaic, it is more likely to have come by way of the LXX, as in 
Mark's own quotation at xii 10 (cf. also Gen xxxi 16). 

Mark i 34D (and those who had devils he cast them out of them), vi 16 


(John whom 1 beheaded, he is risen), vii 20 (that which goes out, this 
defiles), xiii 11 (whatever is given you, this speak). 
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3. The high incidence of the oblique cases of autos is a Semitic 
tendency due to the pronominal suffix, although the similar tendency in 
the vernacular doubtless exerted some influence. Arranged in order of 
Semitic (or vernacular) influence in this respect, Mark, Matthew and John 
rank the highest in the NT with a figure of one occurrence of superfluous 
cases of autos every two lines, whereas the papyri have one every 13 
lines. 


Prepositions. 


1. The repetition of the preposition before two or more phrases is a 
prominent feature of Biblical Greek, based on the Semitic practice. It is 
very pronounced in the style of Mark and Revelation, and least in evi- 
dence in that of Luke-Acts and the Pastoral Epistles. 


It is particularly marked in the Western text: iii 7 from Galilee and from 
Judaea and from Jerusalem and from Idumaea; v 1; vi 26D because of his 
oaths and because of his guests, 36D into the fields and into the villages, 56; 
viii 31D of the elders and of the chief priests; xi 1; xiv 43D from the chief 
priests and from the scribes. Grammar Ш 275; Black? 114f. 


2. Instrumental en. 


Although in the vast majority of instances en has its fundamental spatial 
meaning of in or among, yet there are undoubtedly some important excep- 
tions, not the least of which is the peculiarly Christian usage of this 
powerful word. Indeed, Mark correctly and more normally has eis after 
dip xiv 20 where Matthew has pregnant en (Matthew xxvi 23). But in 
Mark iv 30 en must be instrumental (—b*), as in both Semitic Greek and 
the Koine (with what parable shall we set forth the kingdom?). Some- 
times Mark's en is temporal: in rowing vi 48. The en dolo of xiv 1 
shows how close we are to the instrumental sense: by means of guile. Ini 
23; v 2 the man is with an unclean spirit, but here we may meet the 
Christian sense of spatial en in a spiritual dimension: the man was in the 
sphere of the demon. This is more frequent in the Johannine writings. 


En is not likely to express motion in Mark. Except for epi c. acc. twice, 
Mark's rule is invariable for expressing motion after erchesthai: i.e. eis (22 
times) or pros (12 times), and so in v 27; viii 38; xiii 26; the preposition will 
not express motion from place to place, but rather the accompanying circum- 
stances or the sphere in which the motion occurs. 
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Adjectives and Numerals. 


In Semitic languages the positive degree does duty for the comparative 
and superlative. The only analogy to this in the vernacular is the 
occasional use of comparative for superlative, but the Biblical Greek use 
of positive for comparitive and superlative has come from the LXX. The 
use of the cardinal for the ordinal is recognized as Semitic, in Mark xvi 2 
(= Matthew xxviii 1 = Luke xxiv 1 = John xx 1,19), coming into Bibli- 
cal Greek by way of the LXX (Taylor, Mark 60). 


Mark ix 43 good (= better) to enter the Kingdom maimed 45, 47; xiv 21 
good (=better) for him if he had not been born. LXX instances: Exod. xxv 
33 the first tabernacle for the former, quoted at Heb. ix 2f.; Can i 8 fair 
amongst women for fairest. Cardinal for ordinal: Gen. уш 13, Exod хі 2; Ps 
23 (24) "t one for first. 


Other Parts of Speech. 


1. Wensinck and Black have observed that there is a characteristic way 
of using the interrogative particle, What? to express sarcasm in Semitic 
languages (Black? 121f). Although most of their parallels are Aramaic it 
is also a Hebrew feature. The fact that almost all instances are in the 
words of Jesus is not significant for, as Black concedes, ordinary narra 
tive does not lend itself to questions. 


Wensinck had noted its appearance in Luke (especially the D-text): Luke v 
22D,41D; vi 2. Black adds the following from Mark: ii 7 What? Does this 
man so speak?, 8 What? Are you discussing these things ... ? 24; iv 40; x 
18. (LXX Gen xliv 16 What? Shall we justify ourselves? etc.). 


2. The pleonastic thus after verbs of speaking (Mark ii 7, 8, 12) is 
more likely to be influenced by the Hebrew kázóth (LXX Jg xiii 23; xv 7; 
xix 30; Isa Ixvi 8 etc.) than the Aramaic kidnd (e.g. Dan ii 10), because it 
occurs in books with a Hebrew background, e.g. Test.Abr. Ixxxv 15; 
Ixxxvi 25; Ixxxvii 8°°9-; Ixxxviii 16; xcvi 8,10; ciii 31. 

3. The imperatival hina, a Biblical rather than a secular idiom 
(Grammar Ш 94f), occurs once or twice in Mark. The evangelist uses 
hina in a non-final sense at least as often as a final. It belongs to post- 
classical Greek but never occurs in so large a variety and concentration as 
in Biblical books. It may derive from Hebrew or Aramaic. Cf. the 
informative article by W.G.Morrice, “The Imperatival Гра," Bible Trans- 
lator, 23 (1972) 326-330. 


Imperatival: Mark v 23 Come апа lay your hands ... !; x 51 (=Matthew 
Luke) Let me see again!; xiv 49 Let the Scriptures be fulfilled! Epexegeti- 
cal, after a variety of verbs of command and speaking: Ш 9, 12; v 10, 18, 
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43; vi 8, 12, 25; vii 26, 32, 36; viii 22, 30; ix 9, 18, 30; x 35, 37, 48; xi 16, 
28; xii 19; хій 18, 34; хім 35, 38; xv 21. Ecbatic: vi 2D so that mighty 
deeds are wrought by his hands; xi 28 who gave you authority so that you 
do this? 


Word Order. 
1. Position of the adjective. 


The practice of joining the article and its noun closely together reflects 
the Semitic necessity to join them as one word. Thus it happens that in a 
kind of Greek which is influenced by Semitic forms, any matter which 
qualifies the noun tends to be placed in a separate and subsequent articular 
phrase, in contrast with secular style which avoids this almost completely. 


The table below, arranged in descending order, will illustrate the closeness 
of Mark’s style to that of Rev and the LXX (Gen), and its contrast with that 
of the vernacular. (The table includes adjectival phrases but not cardinal 
numerals. Раругі statistics are from Mayser II 2, 54 and involve pap. Teb- 
tunis nos. 5-124). 

The close link between def.art. and noun is a feature of the LXX, where 
separation occurs in only 4% of the incidence of the art. in translated books; 
in 11% of the incidence in non-translated books, and in 18% of the incidence 
in the NT epistles (according to the research of J.M.Rife, “The Mechanics 
of Translation Greek,” JBL 52 [1933] 247). The NT epistles thus stand half- 
way between the LXX on the one hand and non-Biblical Greek on the other 
(Philostratus Уй.Ар. 28%; Thucydides I 89-93 39%). On these estimates, 
Mark, Matthew, Luke’s Infancy, document L, and Rev 1-3 stand very much 
nearer to Semitic Greek than do the epistles (Mark i-iii: 4-7%; Matthew i 8- 
iv end: 14%; Luke’s Infancy: 3-3%; L: 6:596; Rev i-iii: 9:496). 


Between art.and | In subsequent 


noun articular phrase Proportion 

Papyri of 

ii-i/BC 140 4 ог5 28:1 
Philostratus 

(sample) 27 1 27:1 
Hebrews 15 10 1:51 
Acts (We) 4 4 1:1 
James 7 8 1:1 
Rev i-iii 5 16 1:32 
LXX 

Gen i-xix 17 56 1:3:3 
Mark 7 27 1:3:8 
Luke i,ii 2 8 1:4 
Rev iv-xxii 21 107 1:5 
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2. The post-position of demonstrative adjectives. 

Again Biblical Greek follows the precedent set by Semitic word-order, 
and invariably places the adjective after its noun. But this is not as sig- 
nificant as the figures above, because it is only in the translated books of 
the LXX that there is a spectacular difference between Biblical and non- 
Biblical Greek in this respect. However, in the frequency of the 
demonstrative adjective itself there is a marked difference between Bibli- 
cal and non-Biblical Greek, especially in the attributive use, which is very 
rare in the Ptolemaic papyri (Mayser II 2, 79-82). 


Pre-positive Post-positive Proportion 

Mark 14 31/32 1:2 
Matthew 23/24 76/79 1:3 
Luke 28 95 1:3 
John 32/33 36/38 1:1 
Revelation 5 12 1:24 
LXX: Gen Exod 1 54 1:54 
Judith 1 10 1:10 
2-4 Mac 4 8 1:2 
Philostratus 

Уй.Ар.Ї 9 22 1:2 
Thucyd.H 1-34 9 15 1:1:6 


In the following two tables, the figures for the NT agree closely with the 
LXX, except that Paul, John and Wisdom are less Semitic in this respect. 
With these exceptions the figures differ markedly from the secular papyri. 
Even as early as the third century B.C., thirteen examples of independent 
ekeinos were discovered by Mayser for only two attributive (N.Turner, 
“The Unique Character of Biblical Greek” УТ 5 (1955) 208-213). 


Use of ekeinos (NT) 
Independent Attributive Proportion 

Matthew 4 50 1:12 
Luke-Acts 6 50 1:8 
Mark 5 18 1:3:6 
Revelation — 2 - 
Heb., James, 2 Pet. 6 6 1:1 
Pastorals 4 3 1:0:75 
Paul 9 4 1:0:5 


John and 1 John 5 


© 


18 1:03 
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Use of ekeinos (LXX) 

Independent Attributive Proportion 
Minor Prophets 1 59 1:59 
Judges = 36 = 
Early Kingdoms 2 69 1:35 
Chronicles - 30 - 
Jeremiah 1 30 1:30 
Isaiah 2 56 1:28 
Daniel LXX - 28 - 
1 Maccabees 2 56 1:28 
2 Esdras-Nehemiah — 26 - 
Late Kingdoms - 25 - 
Pentateuch 8 159 1:20 
Ezekiel 2 24 1:12 
Daniel Th. 2 23 1:11-5 
Joshua 2 22 1:11 
Judith 2 11 1:5:5 
Esther - 3 - 
1 Esdras 3 8 1:3 
Job 3 8 1:3 
Tobit X 2 5 1:2:5 
Psalms 1 2 1: 
Ecclesiastes - 1 - 
Tobit В 1 1 1:1 
2-4 Maccabees 14 13 1:1 
Proverbs 3 2 1:0-6 
Wisdom 12 6 1:0-5 
Sirach 1 - - 


§ 5. Mark’s Mannered Style 


Apart from the redundancy which we have already noticed in discuss- 
ing Semitic features of style, there are other stylistic features of a 
stereotyped nature which are not necessarily Semitic. 

His mannered style is most conspicuous perhaps in his over-use of 
participles, which incidentally is often reminiscent of Semitic style. The 
concordance should be consulted for such redundant words as coming, 
leaving, rising, answering, and saying. 

Accumulation of particles: Mark i 31,41; v 25ff there being a woman ... 


having suffered ... having spent ... not having benefited ... coming ... hear- 
ing ... coming; xiv 67; xv 43 (Grammatical Insights 66). 


Redundant negatives are another contribution to Mark’s distinctly 
heavy style, though several other NT authors share this habit, and it is 
common in earlier secular authors. 


232 N.TURNER 


Mark i 44 see you say nothing to no one; ii 2 room for no one not even at 
the door; ін 20 not able not even to ... 27 no one was not able to enter ... ; 
v 3 no one had been able to bind him not yet not even with chains, 37, vi 5; 
vii 12; ix 8; xi 14; xii 14,34; xiv 25,60; xv 5; xvi 8. 

Mark is particularly fond of clumsy parentheses, often delayed to such 
an extent that the reader is confused and sometimes entirely misled. 
Thus, in ii 15, if the parenthesis is restored to its rightful place, the 
sentence will read: *While Jesus was dining at home many publicans and 
sinners (there were many such who followed him) came and joined Jesus 
and his disciples. There followed him also the scribes of the Pharisees." 
We may do the same for vi 15: “John the Baptist is risen and therefore 
mighty powers are at work in him, like one of the prophets (some said 
that he was Elijah and others that he was a prophet)." 

Parentheses are very common; we give but a selection: i 2f; ii 10f, 15, 22, 
26b; v 42; vi 146, vii 2f, 11, 19, 25-26a; viii 15, 38-41; xi 32; xii 12a; xiii 
10, 14; xiv 36; xvi 3f, 7f. C.H.Turner, Note IV; M.Zerwick, 


Untersuchungen zum Markus-stil, Rome 1937, 130-138; Grammatical 
Insights 64-66. 


Another factor contributing to heaviness of style is Mark’s inclination 
to alternate the normal imperfect (220 times) with the sonorous 
periphrastic imperfect (25 times). C.H.Turner suggested (Note УШ (i)) 
that the periphrastic imperfect was intended to be the true imperfect, 
referring to continuous action in the past, and that Mark uses the normal 
imperfect form as the equivalent of an aorist (doubted by V.Taylor, Mark 
45). Swete’s view was that the normal imperfect-form is used when an 
eye witness is vividly describing events which took place under his very 
eyes, especially v 18; vii 17; х 17; xii 41; xiv 55. Just as plausible is the 
view that the normal imperfect-form represents the conative imperfect, 
since it is appropriate at ix 38 we tried to forbid xv 23 they tried to give 
him. 

In addition to the heaviness of style, and germane to it, it is what we 
choose to call the iconographic nature of Mark's Greek. To some extent 
all the NT authors share it, but especially Mark and Revelation. They 
eschew literary virtuosity, conventional rules of syntax, and they succeed 
in evoking a numinous sense to point the reader upwards by the unclassi- 
cal barbarism of the style. This is seen particularly in a feature which we 
must now consider, the over-use of stereotyped expressions and the pref- 
erence for a set formula. Vincent Taylor assumed that such features were 
part of the ancient tradition which Mark received (Mark 53), but they are 
characteristic of the evangelist himself and they abound throughout his 
work. In this respect the language does justice to his somewhat 
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stereotyped theme: viz. to explain the humiliation and passion of Jesus by 
showing that “the true status of Jesus was a predetermined secret” 
(T.A.Burkill, Mysterious Revelation, Ithaca, N.Y., 1963, 319; cf. also 
the sequel, New Light on the Earliest Gospel, Ithaca 1972, especially 
184f, 198f, 214f, 263). This is the theological standpoint which will be 
found most helpful for the understanding of Mark’s mysterious 
iconographic language. Theologically and linguistically all 15 
predetermined, nothing left to human art or device, all conforming to an 
iconographic pattern. 

Rigidity of style is apparent in some of the repeated expressions: Ш 12; viii 

30 he charged them to; v 43; vii 36; ix 9 he strictly charged them to, iii 

5,34; x 23 he looked around ... and said; i 31; м 41; ix 27 he took ... by the 


hand; vii 17; ix 28,33; x 10 he entered the house; viii 27; ix 33; x 32 on the 
road. 


This poverty of expression must be deliberate, for it is not due to lack 
of skill in Greek composition on the part of Mark: he can properly 
employ his tenses (e.g. v 15ff; vi 14ff; vii 35; ix 15; xv 44), preserving 
the correct distinction between perfect and aorist, imperfect and aorist, 
which was quite beyond the powers of some contemporary writers. 


The aor. is correctly followed by impf. at vi 41 he broke (aor.) the loaves 
and kept giving (impf.). Cf. v 15 he is in process of being possessed (pres.), 
because he has received the devils (perf.). In v 18 the aor. ptc. (the once 
possessed) represents the man who in v 15 was constantly possessed (pres. 
ptc.). The distinction of aor. and perf. is carefully preserved in v 19 (what 
the Lord has done for him, as a finished work, and did have mercy upon 
him, a single act in the past), and xv 44f (Pilate marvelled that he was 
already dead (perf.) ... and asked if he died (aor.) very long ago). Swete, 
Mark xlix; Grammar ПІ 69. 


So when Mark economizes, it is deliberately, and not through 
inadequate knowledge of syntax. Rather than resort to proper names 
unduly, he will economize with ho de and hoi de, often to the reader's 
confusion, and thus marks a change of subject which might have been 
done more clearly by the use of a proper name. But here he is imitating a 
classical Greek device, though doubtless the classical writers would have 
been less ambiguous. The only exception to Mark's rigid use of the ho 
delhoi de device for change of subject is at x 32, as far as can be discov- 
ered, and then it is only apparent, for the witnesses which read kai or kai 
ho are probably correct (A, fam 13, etc.), as against hoi de in N, B, fam!, 
565, etc. This rigid feature of style is not so much *harsh" (Rawlinson) 
as “iconographic.” 
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Quite as economical and enigmatic is the phrase кої 100» отд тд жиєбро 
avveox&ápo£ev айтбу (ix 20), which seems to defy the laws of language, but 
Mark may have had some such model as LXX Exod ix 7 in mind: ióàv бё 
Фораф ... Єварбивт € xapdia bapad, and perhaps Herm. M. v 14; vii 5. 


The vocabulary is economical, too, limited to 1270 words, and spe- 
cially weak in particles (another feature of Semitic Greek). He has only 
80 NT hapax, and only five words entirely peculiar to himself. These are 
all words compounded with a preposition, of which he is specially fond: 
дктерісайс and бтєртєргоофс, ётобтто, ÈTLOVVTPÉXW, TPopEept va. 
Whether Mark invented such words it is impossible to say; they may have 
belonged to the vocabulary of this circle of iconographic writers, whose 
habit it was to build up new words from old ones. To us it seems 
unlikely that he would be much given to invention, for variety is not to 
his taste: he overworks certain words and expressions, immediately, 
which is, why?, again, much, amazed, bring. In some ways we can 
detect a tendency towards the vernacular, in that he uses diminutive words 
which bear no diminutive force: little daughter, little fish, little girl, 
small child, little shoe, small morsel, small ear, but perhaps little dog and 
little boat are true diminutives; and he has the vernacular krabattos. 

One striking example of the economy of vocabulary is the load which 
eis is made to carry, being used 165 times. The overworked preposition 
appears in some very interesting contexts: viz. with baptize IN, descend 
UPON, preach TO, sit ON, beat IN the synagogues, to be AT home or IN 
the field, speak IN the village, become (into) one flesh, spread ON the 
road, blaspheme AGAINST. Nevertheless the idea of motion seems to be 
included in most of the instances of eis, and it is not simply a case of con- 
fusion with en. 

In conclusion, the impression derived from a survey of Mark’s style is 
that he is manipulating none too skilfully but with a curious overall effec- 
tiveness, a stereotyped variety of Greek, rather inflexible and 
schematized, adhering to simple and rigid rules. 


Thus, if he uses pros with verbs of speaking, it is always before heautous 
and allélous: iv 41; x 26 ADW; xii 7; xvi 3; in the two apparent exceptions, 
it really goes with the preceding verb xi 31; xii 6 and once it means against 
xii 12. His use of palin and euthus follows rigid rules: at the beginning of 
the clause they are mere conjunctions, but adverbial elsewhere (Grammar III 
229). His use of recitative hoti is no less rigid; his rule apparently is not to 
employ it after a recitative legón, avoiding two recitatives in juxtaposition, 
for to his mind they both perform the same function, that of quote marks. 
When in fact they occur together, some 11 times, the legón is not recitative 
for the main verb is other than one of speaking; where it seems to be recita- 
tive (i.e. with answer, glorify, cry, bear false witness) then there is always a 
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variant omitting koti and this will probably be correct — unless we are 
presuming to invent Mark’s own rules for him. 


§ 6. Latinisms in the Gospels 


Some features of Marcan style recall Latin constructions and 
vocabulary. That they are probably more frequent in Mark than in other 
NT texts, except the Pastoral epistles, may raise the question whether 
Mark was written in Italy in a kind of Greek that was influenced by Latin. 
However, supposing that his language is influenced in that way, we 
presume that it could have happened as well in the Roman provinces. 


Syntax. 


Whereas Latin influence is possible but improbable in certain 
simplifications within the Greek language itself, the aoristic perfect, the 
omission of the definite article, the use of subjunctive to replace optative, 
the periphrastic tenses, yet the following constructions have some 
probability, inasmuch as they tend to occur in the particularly Roman 
parts of the Gospel. 


ii 23 make a way may be iter facio, but it may as well be a Hebraism ‘sh 
derek, LXX Jg xvii 8, which seems more likely in view of the considerable 
Hebraic evidence above. iii 6N; xv 1B making consultation may be con- 
silium facere (capere), xiv 65 received him with blows may be verberibus 
recipere, xv 15 make satisfaction may be satisfacere (cf. also Hermas Sim. 
6.5.5), xv 19 place the knees may be genua ponere (= Luke xxii 41; Acts 
vii 60; ix 40; xx 36; xxi 5; Herm. Vis. 1.1.3; 2.1.2; 3.1.5). But some have 
found a non-official Latinism in v 43: he commanded to be given her to eat 
may be the construction duci eum iussit. 


Vocabulary. 


Several of Mark's words are obviously transliterations from Latin, and 
some of them are in other gospels too, but there is nothing very remark- 
able about transliterations and loan-words, for they occur in all languages. 


Аша = causa (papyri). Census (papyri). Crabattus (papyri). Denarius 
(papyri. Phragellod = fragellare. Praetorius (papyri). Kodrantés = 
quadrans. The following words are found only in Mark among the gospels: 
centurio, xestés = sextarius, speculator. Luke has avoided some Latin 
words of Mark but he still has assarion (= Matthew), a Greek diminutive of 
the Roman as (one-sixteenth of a denarius), sudarium (= John, Ac), legio 
(Matthew Mark Luke), and modius (Matthew Mark Luke). 
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Extent of the Latinism. 


In addition to these Matthew has mille, custodia and rationes conferre 
хуш 23 (cast up accounts). Luke has satis accipere Acts xvii 9, fora 
aguntur xix 38 (cf. also the D-text of Acts, xix 34, 35 marked ex lat? in 
Nestle25), Some others are sometimes cited, but their resemblance to 
Latin would seem to be incidental. The integrity of Hellenistic Greek, 
outside the NT, was not seriously contaminated by Latinisms, and this is 
not really surprising, for we would expect subject peoples to avoid aping 
the conqueror's language. T. A. Burkill very plausibly considers that the 
use of legión in connection with the demoniac (Mark v 1-20) betrays anti- 
Roman feeling (Mysterious Revelation 93, n. 12), and we would not con- 
sider the extent of the borrowing to be much more significant than this. 
Rather, external influence on Greek would tend to be other than Latin. 
Greek language and civilization deeply influenced the Romans; the 
Romans did not influence the Greek language very much (F.-M. Abel, 
Grammaire du Grec Biblique, Paris 1927, xxxvi). 


Codex Bezae. 


А question which calls for consideration is whether some of the charac- 
teristic Semitisms of the Western text are in reality Latinisms: asyndeta 
and parataxis may perhaps be in this category. Theoretically, asyndeton 
is as much a Latinism as an Aramaism, especially perhaps when it occurs 
in Greek books written in Rome, e.g. the Acts of Pilate and Shepherd of 
Hermas. Black at any rate thinks not, because the reading involving 
parataxis will often occur in non-Western MSS alongside the witness of 
D; moreover, in several instances, it is the Westcott-Hort text which has 
parataxis and not D (Black? 67). 


E.P.Sanders, The Tendencies of the Synoptic Tradition, Cambridge 1969, 
251; Taylor, Mark 45; P.L.Couchoud, “L’ Évangile de Marc a-t-il été écrit 
en Latin?" Revue de l'Histoire des Religions 94 (1926) 161-192. The main 
argument of the latter, which concerns MSS and versions, we do not find 
wholly convincing. 


CHAPTER TWELVE 237 


Abbreviated titles found in this chapter are: 


Black? = М. Black, Ап Aramaic Approach to the Gospel and Acts 
(Oxford,? 1967) 


Grammar = J.H. Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek 
(Edinburgh, 1,21908); II with W.F. Howard, 1919-29; III Бу М. Turner, 
1963) 


Grammatical Insights = N. Turner, Grammatical Insights into the New 
Testament (Edinburgh, 1965) 


Lagrange = M-J. Lagrange, Évangile selon Saint Marc (Рагіѕ,51929) 


MM = J.H. Moulton and G. Milligan, The Vocabulary of the Greek 
New Testament (London, 1930) 


Mayser = E. Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der 
Ptolomáerzeit (Berlin and Leipzig, II, 1 1926; II, 2, IT, 3 1934) 


END NOTE 


C.H. Turner’s “Notes on Marcan Usage” do not in any way exhaust 
the features of Mark’s grammar and style that may be found within that 
Gospel. The distinctiveness of the evangelist’s Greek has encouraged 
others to investigate his language. C.H. Turner himself acknowledged on 
several occasions his indebtedness to Sir John Hawkins bart., Horae 
Synopticae, the second edition of which had been published by Oxford 
University Press іп 1909. Hawkins listed words and phrases character- 
istic of each of the Synoptic Gospels and also provided statistics bearing 
‘on the origin and composition of each Gospel. Among the latter are 
details about the historic present in Mark, on his use of particles and 
instances of anacolouthon and asyndeton. 

Since Turner’s day many other studies, grammars, lexicons and com- 
mentaries on Mark have continued along his path, sometimes with 
acknowledgements to his “Notes”. Among recent works are the follow- 
ing: 

M. Zerwick, Untersuchungen zum Markus-Stil: Ein Beitrag zur stilistischen 
Durcharbeitung des Neuen Testament (Rome, 1937) 


J.C. Doudna, The Greek of the Gospel of Mark (Philadelphia, 1961) (=JBL 
Monograph Series 12) 


V. Taylor, The Gospel according to St. Mark (London, 21966) 


E. Trocmé, The Formation of the Gospel according to Mark (London, 
1975) 


E.J. Pryke, Redactional Style in the Marcan Gospel (Cambridge, 1978) 
(=SNTS Monograph 33) 


M. Reiser, Syntax und Stil des Markusevangeliums im Licht der hellenistis- 
chen Volksliteratur (Tübingen, 1984) (=Wissenschafiliche Untersuchungen 
zum Neuen Testament ЇЇ, 11) 


P. Dschulnigg, Sprache, Redaktion und Intention des Markusevangeliums 
(Stuttgart, 1984) especially pp. 18-27 (=Stuttgarter Biblische Beiträge 11) 
D.P. Peabody, Mark as Composer (Leuven and Macon, Georgia, 1987) 
(= New Gospel Studies 1) 


F. Neirynck, Duality in Mark (Leuven, revised edition 1988) (— Bibliotheca 
Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 31) 
J.K.E. 
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Impersonal plural followed by the 
singular: 39 
Infinitive: Articular infinitive: 220 
Influence: 
Aramaic Influence: 215 
Hebraic Influence: 219 
Semitic Influence: 224 
Instrumental en: 227 
Interrogative: 
Interrogative ci: 184 
Interrogative drt: 63 


Jesus: 
0 "паоїс and '1ўооўс: 137 
"паоїс in Luke: 138 
"таоїс in Matthew: 138 


252 


Vesus): Movements of Jesus and his 
disciples and the crowd: 36 


Latinisms in the Gospels: 235 
Legon: 
Absence of A£yor (AéyorTec) after 
verbs introducing a statement 
or a question: 133 
List of verbs followed by Мушу: 
176 
Recitative Хушу: 175 
Lord: The Lord, the disciples, and the 
multitude: 45 


Mathetai: ‘His disciples’ ‘the disciples’ (oi 
рабттої айтод, oi џобттой): 
47 


Movements of Jesus and his disciples and 


the crowd: 36 
Multitude: 
‘The crowd’, or ‘the multitudes’: 
49 


The Lord, the disciples, and the 
multitude: 45 


Narrative: {бой in narrative: 81 
Negatives: Redundant negatives: 231 
Numerals: 
Adjectives and Numerals 
comparative and superlative: 
228 
Use of numbers in 
Gospel: 53 


St Mark's 


Over-use of participles: 231 


Parataxis: 224 
Parentheses: 232 
Parenthetical clauses: 23 
Participle: 
Periphrastic (уон and Participle: 
173 
Over-use of participles: 231 
Particles: 63, 181 
Co-ordinating particles: 222 
Particles absent from Mark: 78 
Perfect: 160 
Stative perfect: 220 
Periphrastic: 
Periphrastic єѓуоџ and Participle: 
173 
Periphrastic imperfect: 232 
Periphrastic Tenses: 225 
Pleonastic Auxiliary: 225 
Plural: 
Active impersonal plural: 216 
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Impersonal plural followed by the 
singular: 39 
Polla: Adverbial polla: 218 
Position: 
Position of attribute genitive: 222 
Position of the adjective: 229 
Position of the verb in nominal 
sentences: 222 
Position of the verb in verbal 
sentences: 223 
Post-position of demonstrative 
adjectives: 230 
Prepositions: 227 
Present: Historic Present: 225 
Prolepsis of the subject: 221 
Proleptic Pronoun: 217 
Pronouns: 226 
Proleptic Pronoun: 217 


Recitative: 
Recitative hoti: 234 
Recitative бїї (after Aye or 
similar verbs): 68 
Recitative Хбуши: 175 
Redundancy: 224 
Redundant negatives: 231 


Semitic Influence: 224 
Sentences: Position of the verb in verbal 
sentences: 223 
Singular: 
Impersonal plural followed by the 
singular: 39 
Singular followed by mention of 
the disciples (or the Twelve): 
42 
Stative perfect: 220 
Subject: Prolepsis of the subject: 221 
Superlative: Adjectives and Numerals 
comparative and superlative: 
228 
Syntax: 235 


Tenses: Periphrastic Tenses: 225 

The Article: 226 

‘The crowd’, or ‘the multitudes’: 49 

‘The disciples’ and ‘the Twelve’: 82 

‘The disciples’: ‘His disciples’ ‘the 
disciples’ (oi padntait avoid, 
oi шовптой: 47 

The Lord, the disciples, and the multitude: 
45 

The Twelve: ‘The disciples’ and ‘the 
Twelve’: 82 

Titles used in addressing Christ: 121 


3. INDEX OF THEMES 


Twelve: 
Singular followed by mention of 
the disciples (or the Twelve): 
42 
‘The disciples’ and ‘the Twelve’: 
82 


Use of ekeinos (LXX): 231 

Use of ekeinos (NT): 230 

Use of numbers in St Mark’s Gospel: 53 
Use of Participle for a main verb: 217 


Verbal: Position of the verb іп verbal 


sentences: 223 


253 


Verb: 
Verb at the end of the sentence, 
after noun ог personal 
pronoun: 126 
Position of the verb in verbal 
sentences: 223 
Auxiliary and 
verbs: 90 
List of verbs followed by Хбуши: 
176 
Use of Participle for a main verb: 
217 
Verbs of seeing: 179 
Vocabulary: 234 


quasi-auxiliary 


4. INDEX OF GREEK WORDS 


ceyavaxrety: 133 
axorovbety: 50, 171 
GANG: 107, 183 
GvaBreyot: 180 
дтокріуєавои: 134 
джостєреїи: 104, 120, 179 
бро: 184 

Gpxopou: 93 


бХёЖ: 179 
добу: 134 


yap: 182 


46: 181 

дофХё фон: 180 
баахоубваво: 134 
бавтбххвавон: 134 
біббакаме: 121 
60Рошол: 95 
бобеко: 43, 82 


баутойс: (трдс) баутодс: 108 


ci: 184 

віро: 173 

ёк, джб: 110 

ékeuoc: 230, 231 
Ёкторебкабои: 157 
uBréyou: 180 

éy: 16, 227 

éxávo: 155 
ётеротдо (ёротбо): 134 
ёютиийо: 135 
бяитціби: 170 
Круєавои: 157 

є006с: 168, euthus 234 
хо: 99 


ў: 184 


вхо: 97 
бєорєїу: 179 
вюубтрюр: 123 


"13009: 122 

ібоб in narrative: 81 

ivo: Imperatival hina: 228 
їхдббіоу: 123, 124 


кефсдмбо: 105 
курбооги: 135 


корбоо: 124 
краба: 135 
курфріоу: 124 
кбріє: 122 


Хад: 136 
Хбушу: 
Absence of Aéyor: 133 


Verbs followed by Aéyor: 176 


Recitative Хушу: 175 
Хбүос: 151, 166 


равутаї: 47, 82 
ру: 181, 184 


vat: 78, 130 


6 'Igoobc and 'Igooüc: 137 
oixia: 169 


oixog: 169 
драг: 179 
бт: 


Interrogative: 63 
Recitative: 68, hoti 234 
Е Causal бл: 183 
ойу: 79, 184 
0фдуоц: 179 
бухос: 49 
буеавоси: 179 


тоибіом: 125 
Tov: 111, 168, palin 234 
хери\тғобол: 180 
Taye: 184 
Toa: 172 

adverbial polla: 218 


торебєово: 117, 121, 126, 157 


трободроц: 105 
Tvypj: 107 


pact (PaBBovrei): 121 
caródXor: 124 
iráyw: 116 

фЕргиу: 13 

ag: 159 


Gore: 184 
Фтбрюу: 125 
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